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No. 30] NEW DELHI, JULY 21—JULY 27, 2019, SATURDAY/ASADHA 30— SRAVANA—5,1941 

TO TT4 f f4r W 7Ts4T f TT4t f fTOlT If 44 TJST^ TOT TT 7% 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 

WI II—TOUT 3—44-TTO (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


TO 74447" f 44T4T4f ( T$TT 44TT4 ft T5tf44 ) 5RT TT7t fTO; TIT wf^rfsTOT 34% 3ftr 37^1744% 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


tilRt, 4% TOT ^TO 44TT4 

(44f% sftr uftrsrrffTTT) 

4ff%ft, 18^nt, 2019 

W.3TT. 1319.— 5 fft4TO4>K T[cK&KI ffwft f%4 , jf%4 TOTTOT 3rfff%44, 1946 (1946 44 3rffff44 
4TOT 25) ft STITT 5 ft 44STTTT (1 ) f TT4 4% STTTT 6, s4TT 444 TfrffT 44 4444 4% gT 444% TTTO 
TT44T, 44 3T^fTT4-l, ft ffUT 29 3% 2014 ft 474% 7T 1078/ TOT TOT-1 -/2014-9(3) 2014, 44TE|4 
444 444 474% 4 44T44 f ffffTT TTTTOT TO 4f%TT 4TOP4 ffTTT, 44444 4 TO-.34T.TO.4T., 
3TR.fr.T44. 4444T f 314% 444ft 44 iff TO f%4- '4 % f%- 4TT 3TOT f% f TTOfslT TOTO 4% 

ft fT %T 7444, Tift 4 Tsft %t ft, f TMlfld 7% f TOTO % 3TOTOT 44T 44*44" 4ffrf%4 3T4TTST f 
TTOST f 44 TTOST f TOTT, ^TOTT 44T 4TO4 44T 47ft TOTOTO f 4T 4 4T 47ft 4TO4 f 44SJ4 ffft 3TO 
3T4TTST 44 3T4TTSft f 3TOTO f TTOST 4 ffft ffTO 1 jf%T ^TTTTT f 4TO4f ft %% % %Tff44T 44 
ffTOT 7TOJT 44T44 TTO f 4TOST 4 4Tcft | I 


3602 GI/2019 


(5561) 


[44. f. 228/32/2014-Trfrfr-II] 
TTT.fr.STTT. ffnft, 3T4T Tf%4 
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 18 th July, 2019 

S.O. 1319. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 ( Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttarakhand, Home Section-1, Dehradun vide Notification No. 1078/XX-1-2014-9(3)2014 dated 
29.04.2014, hereby extends the powers and Jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the 
whole of the State of Uttarakhand for investigation of the issue of drugs purchased in the kit ‘A’ and ‘B’ and drugs etc. 
of the ASHA kit under the RCH programme in the department of Medical Health & Family Welfare, Uttarakhand, which 
were stored in Drug Warehouse, Roorkee and got expired and further related matters to the issue and attempts, abetment 
and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with the above mentioned offence and any other offence (offences) 
committed in the course of the same transaction or/and arising out of the same facts of the said case. 

[F. No. 228/32/2014-AVD-II] 
S.P.R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


Utfl 4 ! d c t>'fl c fl sr^TSTPT 

RtfMft\ 19^nt, 2019 

RT.RL 1320.—RTMrfRR Tf^JT (3RTfsr^cT RRR t MRTRR) 3Ep¥TR-3 (rMMiR 1971) Pi 
srfRRT RT RRtR RT?f fTT rkR TURK M R^ - TJRT, MR+-#, 3TfWE F t) Rf RSftMfMl RTR % Mt 

RR7T 3lflUFTfr MfR RTrfr t RRT RRR Rf^lRTfr Rj f^Rn=f f%RT RTRT | fR RR TRR # Rf) MM RT RRFT 
RtR Rp RRTR RR 3 tMMtR % RfR 3pufr RT Mrrt R^f) RTRRfRR mP.-HG (MM R MM R RTRT) 

% Mr RT 3TSRST TI71-.fr.3TR.3l)-. % fR f | 

[RT. R. IV(D)/10/07/2019-2069] 
R. RRRR, f?MlR (RRTRR) 

NATIONAL TECHNICAL RESEARCH ORGANISATION 

New Delhi, the 19th July, 2019 

S.O. 1320. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupations) Act 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Govt, hereby appoints Shri Mayur Gupta, Scientist ‘EV ADD, a class-I 
Officer of the Government to be the Estate Officer for the purpose of the said act and directs that the Estate Officer shall 
exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties imposed on the Estate Officer by or under the said act in respect of 
all public premises under the control of the Chairman, NTRO at New Delhi and outstation offices. 

[F. No. IV(D)/10/07/2019-2069] 
K. SANJAYAN. Director (Admin) 


RTJRRRTRR 

RfMM, 29 Rf, 2019 

RT.RT. 1321 .—Mr RTRK, TrrRRTRT (RR % RTR#R RRTRRf R Mt rrttT) MtR 1976 (RRT RRTfMT 

1987) % Mir 10 % rr-Mtr (4) % rtjrtut r, rtjr rrtgr % rrtrMr Pirgui i?Mt MMMMr rtrtrr, 
fRRR RR rMtr RRrMrtr f fffr rt rtrrtrr RTR rrR rt Mr RT RRRRRT 3jMjf%R r# f > 

“sHfa *£RtM f%MRT 3RJRSJTR RTRTR, *jRf” 

[R. f-11018/1/2018-3TT^R (tt.RT.)] 
ft. RR. thtMt fRTT, MpFR Rf%R 
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srrer pf tuftp : tfprf 27, 2019 /snPU 5,1941 


5563 


MINISTRY OF AYUSH 

New Delhi, the 29 th May, 2019 

S.O. 1321.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules. 1976 (as amended in 1987), the Central Government hereby notifies the following office under the 
administrative control of the Ministry of AYUSH, wherein cent percent officials have acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi: 


“Regional Research Institute of Unani Medicine, Mumbai” 


[No. E-11018/1/2018-AYUSH (O.L.)] 
P. N. RANJIT KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


(<ai «4 3 f)r *u 4 ^lR c t> RtK u l R»tMl) 

uifu^fr, 22 Tjprrf, 2019 

pp.ht. 1322—-ht+k tthhutt (Hp % ^rurRur pfnuff % Ru; pput) Rupt, 1976 % RRur 10 
+ TFT RRur (4) % 3UJTUP1 U PPHUtf HUTU, WPT #7 UuRpRfri Rd Jl h 44M4 (?PTPT #7 -91+^ + Rd^l 
R"UFT) % P?II-hR + RlW!T?fRr RuRRh +14 M4I, 80 pRlW % 3rfsT+ +44lCl^ R RRfr +T 

+ I4-H IST+ HUT PUT +T RpTT t, PP 7THPU R 3Tf^TTjf%7f pruft f 

1. +Rur hpuh Ruth, 

HUT : UU-.I Ul, 

HpfrHTHT tranfr rnip wfr, +M + H dl H d M K TUP TUPP R PUT, 

HUflWT, 3tfHTPTP-431001 

2. RRRt HHUPT RPm, 

H^UPWTUP, 

3UPH - 2 Rt - 72, UfT.HTi.^t.Tfr., HW- 2, dlR + - 422010 

3. RRRt HHUPT RRur, 

H^UPWPUP, 

tjflPTU UH.HTi.^t.Tfr., ’UlUPTpT-^r 28-29, PUH-P^ufT, RfRUTT -441614 


[H. f-11011/1/2008-ft^t] 

WTPHT, TDUF ufRp 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Food and Public Distribution) 

New Delhi, the 22 nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1322. — In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices under the administrative control of the 
Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food & Public Distribution (Deptt. of Food & Public Distribution), whereof more than 
80% of staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi: 

1. Central Warehousing Corporation, 

Central Warehouse, 

Maliwada PEG Ms. Laxmi & Company, Behind CONCORN. Near by Daulatabad Railway Station, Maliwada, 
Aurangabad - 431001 

2. Central Warehousing Corporation, 

Central Warehouse, 

Ambad -II B-72, IMDC, Ambad -II, Nasik - 422010 


3. Central Warehousing Corporation, 

Central Warehouse, 

Mundipaar. IMDC, Plot No. B 28-29, Post Dakhaani, Gondia - 441614 

[No. E-11011/ 1/2008-Hindi] 
KAMALDATTA, Jt. Secy. 


^TFTTftlBMd B4M4 

^rf fr^fr, 22 2019 

TT.3TL 1323.—'JTTTcfrq f^TPTTtxR TTiW^if 1994 (1994 TT WIT 55) % WS 3 3ftr #§■ 5 

HUT TTrtT TT TTTFT dEft fTTife J(TTP Ud£KI €( *Ttftk<Md dr+M T4TT t rfft - Wf # 

3TTf% 3TW 3THTTTfr 3TT%^ff tUfT, ^ft lift TIfft ft, ftPId'-Udd TTfsPPTUl % ft# RT ftr-H U+I'O T47PT 

(ftlddftldi) % Tf ft ({d-d TTrft | | 

[W. ft JrfT-24015/4/2015-W3TTt-w#jfrrr] 

ft. ft #FT, 3 T^t ftftr 


MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 

New Delhi, the 22 nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1323. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 and Section 5 of the Airports Authority of India 
Act, 1994 (No.55 of 1994), the Central Government hereby appoint Shri Govindarajan Sekar as Non-Official 
Independent Member (part time) on the Board of Airports Authority of India with immediate effect for a period of three 
years or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. AV-24015/4/2015-AAI-MOCA] 
P. J. THOMAS, Under Secy. 



[*1FT II—FFF 3(ii)] 
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Ff f##\ 18^nt, 2019 

FT.FT. 1324.— F#F FTFTT # F^ F#F ftFT % f# ^Ff TMM4 3FJTJ# F TpHpsId F#StF # sj# 
F #ftt FfPrarFr i%Fr ftf # fftfft t; 

3T# #FTF WIT U dd# '-Ti U H/#Ftt/ 4( 1 )/002/2019, F#W 26 Ff, 2019 FT FF 3FJ*p# F Ff^TF r fPr 
FT FF H-df?« fFFT FFT t, FIT P#STF ^IFF FIT FFSTF (Tjf#liPl/FF# FFFTFT FTTF #M #fF), FFF# 
TFTT TIFF FTFT fFfF%F, FF#F sfrfFFT ppr, FTfFTFT, f%FT ^FFT, FTT7FT F FldlHd F FT ^FF FTFFFSTF 
(F'FF'F FFTF), FTF FT# MlfPl F^f f#TTfF Pi Pi id, FTFFTFT #F, FTF flF, T# (FT#T) F 

FTFFTF F FT FTFFT f#TFF, 1, FT7fFF fTTTF Tfp, FTFFTFT - 700001 % FTFTFF F FT f#TTf#TT#, f%FT 
^FFT-814101 (FTTFF) F FTFTFF F f%FT FT FFFT |; 

3TF:, 3TF, F#F FTFTT, Fid HI STTTF FF (3T#T F# f%FTF) FfsrPFF, 1957(1957 FT 20) (pF pFF 
T[FF FFTTp TF> FppFF FTF FFT # STTTT 4 # TFSTTTT (1) FTF FFF FIrTdl FT FFTF FTF ^F, TFT 
3ppj# F FpF ^ F FtFF FT pfSTF FTF % FFF FTFF # #f#T F# % ; 

FFTF TpFfFF 3Fpj# F FpF F Pdd4 F# ^rfFT, - 

(i) ^ F FJF FT fPff FTF FT FF ^ F FT TFF TFT f%# FpFTT % 3pF FT 3TTSTF FT FFFT ; FT 

(ii) FFT 3Tfsrf%FF # STITT 4 # FT-STTTT (3) F FSflF # F# f%# FTFFT# *T ft FT f# FT# FFTpF 
fPff ST# F Pf FppFF # STTTT 6 F FSpF FpFT FT FIFT FT FFFT ; FT 

(iii) TFT 3rfsrf%FF # ’jtsFF 'FpfFTFT % FFTF#T flF % FFF F STTTT 13 # TF-STTTT (1) % FSpF FT 
WFF F| FFTFflF FTF % pTF; TFT FfsTf^FF # STTTT 13 # TF-STTTT (4) % F#F Fl%FT FT FIFT FT 
FFFT 3ftr TF TFT 3rfsTFFF # STTTT 13 # TFSTTF (1 ) % FT (i) ^ WF (iv) F PPR'T FFT % FFF 
F TFFF tfF FT Ff?TF FTF F Pp ^FTFI 'FfF % FFfsTF F?ft FTfPfT, FTT? 3#T 3FF FFTTFFT Ft 
FfTFF FTFFFT, 

FF FfsrpFFT % TTFFF F FFT9TF # FT#F t F^F f%F % , #TT, ^FF FFTFFSTF ('^jf^FFp/FFT^t FFFTFT 
FTTF FTFFT 5FTF), HdF-fl TFTT FFF FIFT Pflfid, FFflF SnfFFT FTfFTFT, f%FT ^FFT, FK^F % 
FTFTFF FT FFFl 

3T^t 

FFFTFT FTTF FTTF 
TTFFFF FFT^FT 
f%FT^FFT, FTT^F 


[ tfTF FFFT FFpfl'P UH/frrrF/4( 1 )/002/2019, FT#F 26 Ff, 2019 ] 


F. 

F. 

FTFFT 

FTF 

MidlP 

fPtt 

d^tflcT 

pH 1 

m ^Fid < f 

(FFFF) 

JF 

fFFF 

FW/ 

FIFT 

FW 

If# 

FTF# # 

TF 

#T-FF 

FF 

1. 

HfFFFIT 

18 

dl PlFTT 

1F^ 

26.241 

1.855 

115.177 

143.273 

FTF 
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2. 

f s!RsTI*n 

19 



149.753 

38.984 

213.970 

402.707 

TIT 

3. 

R^R$ 

20 


^TRT 

101.178 

9.100 

58.742 

169.020 

TFT 

^TT 8TR: 

277.172 

49.939 

387.889 

715.000 


fF sFn 715.000 |r%TT (FWT) 

TT 1766.765 tt^f (FTRT) 


TffTTT%T : 


T - W : >WT, V % TfFTFF TIFT (WIT 18) % 3TRT fTcft | 3%" TTfTTFF TOT (TW 18) % W’ RT 
fTPuft I I ^FT W-W «TRT # Rf%pfT #RT f^rsrff^T TFrfr t I 

W-Wl: >WT, ‘W % TTfTTFF WFT (WfT 18) % TFT ftcft % aftr TTfTTFF TITR (TW 18) % ‘Wl ’ 

RT | I ' T7 TT ‘W-Wl ’ «TRT # Rf%pfT %WT f%jff% RTrfr | | 

Wl -W :TWT, ‘Wl-T % TfHWTWT WFT (WIT 18) % Wl’t TFT ftcft | 3#r TfFWTTT TIFT (WIT 18) % 
W RT f^wfr t I \WT ‘Wl -T’ # R#RFfr TfiFT RsifftT RTrfr % | 

T - W : • r WT, "T-F” TTfTTFF TIFT (WIT 18) % ‘T ft TFW fpft % Tfr Rt-R?! TIFT RT Rcjrfl | | %W 
‘T-F’ TWTRT # ^rrlfr %WT Wt f%ffftF RTrfr | wrf% FTFfl pf) % rRHT f%TF % TTRFRT | I 

F - F. : %WT, ‘F-F.’ TITR (TW 20) % ‘F’ TT TFT fPft % fTt RtR^ TIFT (?M 20) % f%? ‘F.’ 

rt f%rfr %% # t jMt %rt 11 

F. - W :TWT, ‘F.-F’ % f%| ‘F.’ % TFT ffrft t Ffr IRfRf HPT (WIT 20) % f%F% W RT frFpfr | %fR> 

# Ff%fr afF Ff^fr-R[^f #rt 11 

W - <5 : TFT, ‘F-7? Rf%% tjf (WIT 20) % W % FTTT fpft t sftr j^ksTl TTPT (WIT 19) % RpW; ‘^’ 
RT frFnfr t, 3tr TFTF # Tfw4r %RT f%ffRw RTrfr I | 

^-RT : TWT, %-F’ fWRWTiT M (WIT 19)% fRr^ % 3TTTT fPft | FF RqTFTFt HW (WIT 18) 

W RT t I TFT %-F’ % %%fr 3#r ^Rw-^ #RT RsrfftTT RFcft t I 

[RT. TT. 43015/20/201 5-RFTt itf 3TTt3TF/WR-I] 

TTR i%fpTf% TFlW, TR Tff%F 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 18 th July, 2019 

S.O. 1324. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the land in 
the locality described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

And whereas, the plan bearing number NUPPL/PS/4(l)/002/2019, dated the 26 th May, 2019 containing details 
of the area of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the office of the Chief General Manager 
(Geology/incharge Pachwara South Coal Block), Neyveli Uttar Pradesh Power Limited, Near Dhobia School. Babupara, 
District Dumka, Jharkhand or at the office of the Chief General Manager (Exploration Division), Central Mine Planning 
and Design Institute Limited, Gondwana Place, Kanke Road . Ranchi (Jharkhand) or at the office of the Coal 
Controller,!, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 or at the office of the District Collector, District Dumka-814101, 
Jharkhand. 




[*1FT II—TsPF? 3(ii)] 


TR/T ^7 TUFUT : tfyfrf 27, 2019/3IDPJ1 5, 1941 


5567 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development ) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal from the land described in the said Schedule; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule, may - 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land, or of any rights in or over the said land; or 

(ii) claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused or likely to be caused by any 
action taken under sub-section (3) of section 4 thereof ; or 

(iii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act, in respect of prospecting license 
ceasing to have effect or under sub-section (4) of section 13 of the said Act for mining lease ceasing to 
have effect and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the aforesaid land to show the 
expenditure incurred in respect of items specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 13 of 
the said Act, 

to the office of the Chief General Manager (Geology/incharge Pachwara South Coal Block), Neyveli Uttar Pradesh 
Power Limited, Near Dhobia School, Babupara, District Dumka, Jharkhand, within a period of ninety days from the date 
of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 

Pachwara South Block 
Rajmahal Coalfield 
District Dumka, Jharkhand 

[Plan bearing number NUPPL/PS/4( 1)7002/2019, dated the 26 th May, 2019 ] 


SI. 

No. 

Name of the 
village 

Patwari/ 

Circle 

number/ 

Thana 

number 

Tehsil 

District 

Area in hectares 

(approximately) 

Total 

Remarks 

Raiyati 

Government Land 

Non- 

Forest 

Forest 

1 . 

Mahuldabar 

18 

Gopikander 

Dumka 

26.241 

1.855 

115.177 

143.273 

Part 

2. 

Kundapahadi 

19 

Gopikander 

Dumka 

149.753 

38.984 

213.970 

402.707 

Part 

3. 

Chirudih 

20 

Gopikander 

Dumka 

101.178 

9.100 

58.742 

169.020 

Part 


Total Area : 

277.172 

49.939 

387.889 

715.000 



Total Area :715.000 hectares (approximately) 


or 1766.765 acres (approximately) 


Boundary description: 

A-B The line starts from point ‘A’ in Mahuldabar village (No. 18) and ends at point ‘B’ in 

Mahuldabar village (No. 18). The line A-B forms the western boundary of the block. 

B-Bl The line starts from point 'B' in Mahuldabar village (No. 18) and ends at point ‘Bl’ in 
Mahuldabar Village (No.18). The line ‘B-Bl’ forms the western boundary of the block. 

Bl-C The line 'Bl-C’ starts from point ‘Bl’ in the Mahuldabar village (No.18) and ends point ‘C’ 
in Mahuldabar village (No. 18). The line ‘Bl-C’ forms the western boundary of the block. 

C-D The line ‘C-D’ starts from point ‘C’ in the Mahuldabar village (No.18) and ends at Chirudih 

village the line ‘C-D’ forms the northern boundary of the block running parallel to Bansoli 
nadi southern bank. 

D-E The line ‘D-E’ starts from point 'D', in the Chirudih Village (No. 20) and ends at points ‘E’ 

Chirudih Village (No. 20) is a eastern foundary of the block. 
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E-F The line ‘E-F’ starts from point ‘E’ at ends at point ‘F’ in the Chirudih village (No.20) and 

forms the southern and south-eastern boundary of the block. 

F-G The line ‘F-G’ starts from point ‘F’ in the Chirudih village (No.20) and ends at point ‘G’ in 

the kundapahadi village (No. 19) and forms the southern boundary of the block. 

G-A The line ‘G-A’ starts at point ‘G’ in Kundapahadi village (No. 19) and ends at point ‘A’ in the 

village (No. 18). The line ‘G-A’ forms the southern and south eastern boundary of the block. 

[F. No. 43015/20/2015-LA&IR/Vol.-I] 
RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ , Dy Secy. 


EtfpEp, 18 TpTlf, 2019 

TT.ET. 1325.—PPPe fK+K PT EE WpE ipET 1fP WM4 WpjpT FT EfpE TpStE PT tjfP P % 
EfpTiE PP Pt Pweei t; 

Ptr, WE WpjPt P EfpE ?jfP P pE P PeTEF WE ETET WIT PWEIE ETCtPr /01/2019, ElPtW 
25 tIe, 2019 ET fPPsiE Pwr PTE pfWH fPfPPs (tjtP Ptr WRT fpETE), WEW ETWT, TlPt - 834029 
(WWW) P 4MM4 P ET 4 19 4 SIT, pTE pTEpTWH Pi(44-;, PEP - 4-Hd 1 ^ -WET SET, fPw TREE PP" 
ETEEE (WWW) ET WHW (WTE EWE) ETT.Elf.-III, WpE WET 4MHI EE (Pwld WETE fPfPw, 
WEETET Pet, ePP Pe, Wp (WWW) P WW P W pTEET fpEET, 1, EEpfpE fW TpE, PTEEEET- 
700001 P WW P fPw W HEET |; 

3TTT:, EE, PPPTWF, PpTW STTTT 2tE (EpE Ptr P=hH) EfPfpEE, 1957(1957 TT 20) (fPP WTE 
^•mP we( we 3rfpfPw wt eei ^) Pt sett 4 Pt wtsiett (1) ettt w wfpEt tt eeie w w, WE 
3T^jPr P ePPt EfP P PetP ee ’jf see ete P eeP etee Pr PPfPw PP t; 

WFTW EfwfWE WpjPt P ePPt tjfP P fpTEE Pfp wtpE, - 

(i) ■tjfp P PjP ET fPPr WE ET WE 'PP P ET WlP SE fPPt 3ppEET P EpE ET ETpE W EpET ; 
EEET 

(ii) WET EfpfpEE Pt STITT 4 Pt WT-SETT (3) P WpE Pt Ep fPPt TTEETlft P ft ET ftP ElPt PwfpT 
fPPt srfp P fpTT 3ppfpEE Pr SETT 6 P 3TSpE PPeT EE E1ET ET EpET ; EEET 

(iii) WET EfsrfpEE Pt ^EWE WppEEt P EWEpE ffP P TEST P STTTT 13 Pt WT-SETT (1) P ESpE ET 
wee e| ten Pm frP P fpE we ePPPee Pr sett 1 3 Pr wt-sett (4) P esPe TfPrr ee eiee ee 
E pET 3pT WT WE EfpEEE Pr SETT 13 Pr WTSETT (1) P WE (i) P WE (iv) P fPfPfpE EW Pr ETEE 
WIEE WE Pr WTTfpE ETp P fpTT 1 jpfw tjfp P PPfpE Hpt ETEfPPt, Epf TP WE WETEET PT 
qpErd TTEPw, 

W EfsEJEET P tteW P EEEEE Pt EEpW P W fpT P PPir EETEESfT, Pwr EWpEEE fPfpTE, 
PMP - EpTJT - TEET Pe, fPw TREE #7 ETEW (WWW) ET EgTEESfE, EWT pETpEWT fPfpTE, tjfp 
3pr WEE fpETE, ETEET ^TWT, Epr - 834029 (WWW) P TEETHE PT PPP I 
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3T^fr 
rff rrrjt rrrt 
f%FT Tptprpj afFRrRFT (RFR^) 

[ twfRRW3lkS<f| /01/2019, RTftW 25 2019 ] 


R.R. 

RTR 

RTRTR. 

4HT 


FR 

rs 

Nc-ll 

Id'-MFIRi 

fRRTTR 

R/LR R 

1. 


105 

Rtf 


107.24 

265.00 

wnr 


11 4 1 Jo 

2. 

Rid < 

106 

RTf 

TTRR.'i 

253.33 

626.00 

RTR 

3. 

f<4MI 

28 

RlftMl 

4141 Pi 

15.38 

38.00 

RTF 

4. 

4441 

27 

RlP)4l 

4TLF1 

32.26 

79.71 

RTR 

5. 

HFTlHFfl 

25 

riPhri 

4IRFT 

20.43 

50.48 

RTR 

fF : 

428.64 

(RRRR) 

1059.19 

RfF!" 

(RRRR) 



tffrrr- 


R-W-R-R-R. -R-R-R-R- 

R-T-T-R 

- 

TRTT, ‘R’ % RFR Rnfr % R-R-R-R.-R-R-R-R- R-T Rk R’ % 

^JRTt fTT 3ftr RTtitlR ‘R’ RT i^Rrft | 1 

R-R-R-R-R.-R-R 

- 

tw, ‘R’ R RFR Rnfl | 3ftr R-R-R-R. 3jk ‘R’ % ^RTcl fR RF 

W RT ftRrfr Rtf% RFF RHRfT RRRt RtMT % TftRlRRT fttlt % 

3FJRF RR 3T^R Tfhn t 1 


- 

FRT, Tl RFR ftft | R-R-R 3Tk R’ (RRRT, fTRFT 3Tk 

RFF RFft R RTR) {LI4HI RTTR FR rR)P i4R RFT 9(1) % RSflR RT. RT. 
2082, RTftF 30 ^R, 1981 % RRR RfiTRRR #RT} t ^JRTt fR Rk 

R’ RTpHtl | | 

T-T-R 

- 

JRT, R’ R RFR ft=ft t Rk R’ Rk ‘R’ (RFF Rk RRTRIT R[Rt % 

RTR) {RFFTT RFR FR RktkRR tt STTTT 9(1) % RSfk RT. RT. 981 (R), 
RTfrw 22 fkFRT, 1980 R RfR RfslRfR TflRT} % ^JRTt fR RF RFfRR 
‘R’ RT ftFTft | 1 


[RT. t. 43015/15/201 8-RFR rur RrfRF] 


tft f^rrmfot rtfr, rr Rptr 


New Delhi, the 18 th July, 2019 

S.O. 1325. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the land in 
the locality described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

And, whereas, the plan bearing number Rev/01/2019, dated the 25 th April, 2019, containing details of the areas 
of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the office of the Central Coalfields Limited (Land and 
Revenue Department), Darbhanga House, Ranchi- 834029 (Jharkhand) or at the office of the General Manager, Central 
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Coalfields Limited, Kotre-Basantpur-Pachmo Area, Districts Ramgarh and Bokaro (Jharkhand) or at the office of the 
Deputy Commissioner, Districts Ramgarh and Bokaro (Jharkhand) or at the office of the General Manager (Exploration 
Division), RI- III, Central Mine Planning and Design Institute, Gondwana Place, Kanke Road, Ranchi (Jharkhand) or at 
the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata- 700 001; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal in land described in the said Schedule. 

Any person interested in the land described in the above mentioned Schedule may - 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or of any rights in or over the said land; or 

(ii) claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused or likely to be caused by any 
action taken under sub-section (3) of section 4 thereof; or 

(iii) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act in respect of prospecting license 
ceasing to have effect or under sub-section (4) of section 13 of the said Act, for mining lease ceasing to 
have effect and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the aforesaid land to show the 
expenditure incurred in respect of items specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 13 of 
the said Act, 

to the office of the General Manager, Central Coalfields Limited, Kotre-Basantpur-Pachmo Area, Districts Ramgarh and 
Bokaro (Jharkhand) or General Manager, Central Coalfields Limited, Land and Revenue Department, Darbhanga House, 
Ranchi- 834029 (Jharkhand) within a period of ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 


SCHEDULE 

KOTRE BASANTPUR PACHMO OCP 
DISTRICT- RAMGARH AND BOKARO (JHARKHAND) 

[ Plan bearing number Rev/01/2019, dated the 25 th April, 2019] 


SI. 

No. 

Village 

Thana 

number 

Thana 

District 

Area 

Remarks 

In hectares 

In acres 

1. 

Basantpur 

105 

Mandu 

Ramgarh 

107.24 

265.00 

Part 

2. 

Kotre 

106 

Mandu 

Ramgarh 

253.33 

626.00 

Part 

3. 

Hurdag 

28 

Gomia 

Bokaro 

15.38 

38.00 

Part 

4. 

Pachmo 

27 

Gomia 

Bokaro 

32.26 

79.71 

Part 

5. 

Purnapani 

25 

Gomia 

Bokaro 

20.43 

50.48 

Part 

Total: 

428.64 

hectares 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 

1059.19 acres 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 



Boundary Description : 


A-B-C-D-E-F-G-H-I-J-K-L-A 

- 

Line starts from point 'A'and passes through points B-C-D-E-F-G-H-I-J-K and L 
and meets at starting point ‘A". 

A-B-C-D-E-F-G 

- 

Line starts from point 'A’ and passes through points B-C-D-E and F and meets at 
point ‘G\ which is new acquisition boundary as per project report of Kotre 
Basantpur Pachmo OCP. 

G H- I-J-K 

- 

Line starts from point ‘G’ and passes through points H- I-J and K (part village of 
Pachmo, Hurdag and Kotre) [Acquisition boundary line of Hurdag Block under 
section 9(1) of Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 
number S.O. 2082, dated 30 th June, 1981 j and meets at point ‘K\ 
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K-L-A 

- 

Line starts from point ‘K’ and passes through points L and A part village of 
Kotre and Basantpur (Acquisition Boundary Line of Basantpur Block under 
section 9(1) of Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, 
number S.O. 981(E), dated the 22 nd December, 1980 and meets at starting point 
‘A’. 


[F. No. 43015/15/2018-LA&IR] 
RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ, Dy. Secy. 


^fff^RTTT aftr % WFRT 

4^ fteeft, 11 tgcTf^, 2019 

44.34. 1326.-4^4 717447 471 tj74 RcftcT FRIT t f% dWf^cl 3 4? 3444447 t f% 4T^l44f4 4> 9^454 4? 
fek 39T.4€fel RN-d(clcKU| q^qdl^b 7PT#1 7f ^Ml 947 4? 9Ff fl 3t4.Tfr.7fr.3ler. f^RrTel Ml^ell^l felf^g, ^ST, 
f^Te4T.4745, 7F39 ^3RTcT 4T7T TTPfl 4 Tffbr I 

3fT7 cj^-sTlil WR 45) ^Tfl WRRFT f^WT -% f^P? 3H4t;i|4 9cfl9 9T9T STJTTtfr 

*f 4^9 t, 3T17 fuTTFf 949 WRRFT 79Ffl t ^WT 7SF9 994f4 31^497 49 3F3fq f%4T 9TT7[; 

3T9: 3T4, cfi^lil 7T747T7, ^rfeFFT 31k 79^79 WRTTFT C*JpT 3 719919 4 ) 31^497 49 3T9f4) 31^^99, 1962 (1962 
49 50) 4?1 9T7T 3 4?T \399T7T (l) 417T 999 tlIf>diff 49 99T4 977cr f 9 971 '’Jp! ff vSqqVl 4 > 3rf§r997 49 3F3fq 457^ ^ 
3HT^ 3499 4?f 9l94T 457cfl f: 

4tt^ wftvi, 9) 949 srjyjrfr ff 9^)9 ^ ff r§cisi=si t, uti 9ifT7sr t) fewr ?tt 3rf?k^Hi ff 599 4 T 79 9 ) 7 M 44 9 ?r 

"ErfcRTf RTT&TRTJI 4T49T 97T 99994 977T ft RSTTcfl t, Ff4?RT f^4 t£ 'r^tcTR, ^ 9> m^qeH^4 9FT t£ ffF ^3791 

999FT 4? 31^997 9? 7199 F -?ff 31. 4). 4794ft, 7TST9 RTfeRfft 3T4.4f.7fr.3ler. Dial el MI^Mell^kl ferfftt^, ^4T, fuTelT 
9>4J, 49T719 49 PTcT 3Tf^TcF>rfr TJ9T, 95) felRslcI 754 4 3TTS)9 *49 71959T I 
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4 
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995) 

Hl^cfl 

Govt. 237 

- 

02 

79 

85 




238 

- 

00 

59 

57 




239 

- 

00 

85 

61 




240 

- 

00 

92 

29 




241 

- 

00 

57 

63 




257 

- 

00 

00 

20 




258 

- 

00 

16 

20 




259 

- 

00 

91 

88 




261 

- 

00 

12 

38 




262 

- 

00 

12 

68 




263 

- 

00 

03 

42 




Govt.260 

- 

00 

49 

20 




Govt.265 

- 

00 

55 

07 




270 

- 

00 

01 

63 




Govt.260 

- 

00 

16 

68 




266 

- 

00 

21 

07 




267 

- 

00 

00 

75 
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311 

P 2 



Road 

- 

00 

07 

299 

1 

00 

25 

299 

2 

00 

23 
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- 

00 

59 

284 

- 

01 

54 

283 

1 

n i 

A 8 
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2 

U1 

4o 
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- 

01 

07 
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- 

00 

68 

275 

- 

00 

00 
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P 1 

m 


278 

P 2 


Uj 

Cart Track 

- 

00 

04 
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- 

00 

45 

Road 

- 

00 

06 
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2 

00 

00 
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1 

nn 

A'X 

219/1 

P 1 

uu 


219 

2 

00 

15 

Road 

- 

00 

11 
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- 

00 

78 
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- 

00 

17 

Govt.713 

- 

03 

43 
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- 

00 

00 

713 

30 

00 

03 

713 

27 

00 

55 

Govt.713 

- 

01 

62 

Gauchar.727 

- 

01 

83 
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- 

00 

02 

Gauchar.732 

- 

02 

41 

472 

2 

00 

09 

413 

- 

00 

58 

Gauchar.713 

9 

00 

31 

Gauchar.728 

- 

01 

94 

468 

- 

00 

47 

469 

- 

00 

22 

Govt.713 
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00 

44 

442 
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00 
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442 
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00 

00 

713 Road 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S.O. 1326.— Where as it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest and 
safety that for the Transportation of Hydrocarbon through Mundra - Bathinda Extension Pipeline from Tragadi to 
Gundala route, a pipeline should be laid by HPCL-Mittal Pipelines Limited, Mundra, Dist. Kutch, Gujarat. 

And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of protection of the said pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said Schedule may submit objection in writing to 
Shri A. K. Vastani, Competent Authority, HPCL-Mittal Pipelines Limited, Mundra, Dist. Kutch, Gujarat and Prant 
Officer, Mundra, within twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under sub-section 
(1) of Section 3 of the said Act, is published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 

SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : KUTCH 


STATE : GUJARAT 



Area 

Ha. 

i Are | Sq.Mt. 


Sr. 

No. 


Village 


Tehsil 


Survey Number 


Sub.Div. 

No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 


5 j 

1 

Tragadi 

Mandvi 

Govt. 237 

- 

02 

79 

85 




238 

- 

00 

59 

57 




239 

- 

00 

85 

61 




240 

- 

00 

92 

29 



241 

- 

00 

57 

63 




257 

- 

00 

00 

20 




258 

- 

00 

16 

20 




259 

- 

00 

91 

88 




261 

- 

00 

12 

38 




262 

- 

00 

12 

68 




263 

- 

00 

03 

42 




Govt. 260 

- 

00 

49 

20 




Govt. 265 

- 

00 

55 

07 




270 

- 

00 

01 

63 




Govt. 260 

- 

00 

16 

68 




266 

- 

00 

21 

07 




267 

- 

00 

00 

75 




Govt. 260 

- 

00 

10 

61 




219 

- 

00 

76 

79 




220 

- 

00 

30 

40 




218 

- 

00 

52 

82 




Govt. 226 

- 

00 

57 

86 




201 

- 

00 

74 

44 




Govt. 226 

- 

00 

59 

46 




200 

- 

00 

51 

39 




Govt. 226 

- 

00 

20 

92 




Govt. 197 

- 

00 

04 

07 

2 

Nana Bhadiya 

Mandavi 

River 

- 

00 

60 

91 




305 

1 

00 

04 

06 




Govt. 553 P. 

- 

00 

50 

40 




305 

1 

00 

25 

95 




305 

2 

00 

29 

07 




304 

- 

00 

53 

76 




308 

- 

00 

30 

24 
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Kandagara Mota Mundra 
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52 
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2 

uu 

oo 

/o 

Govt. 553 

P 1 

01 

60 

37 

287 

- 

00 

07 

82 

288 

- 

00 

75 

71 

289 

- 

00 

57 

14 

Govt. 553 

P 1 

00 

04 

06 

290 

1 

00 

33 

04 

290 

2 

00 

23 

10 

Road 

- 

00 

10 

86 

280/P 1 

P 1 




280/P 1 

P 2 

nn 

nn 

on 

280/P 1 

P 3 

uu 

uu 

zu 

280 

P2 




268 

- 

00 

78 

83 

266 

- 

00 

00 

20 

267 

- 

00 

53 

97 

Road 

- 

00 

17 

02 

264 

- 

00 

55 

71 

263 

- 

00 

48 

44 

262 

- 

00 

09 

74 

Govt. 553 

P 1 

00 

32 

16 

257 

1 

00 

66 

27 

Govt. 553 

P 1 

01 

99 

67 

122 

- 

00 

46 

78 

120 

- 

00 

03 

40 

121 

- 

00 

74 

42 

379 

- 

00 

11 

89 

Road 

- 

00 

20 

75 

380 

- 

00 

65 

11 

385 

1 

nn 


7n 

385 

2 

uu 

* 4 - / 

/u 

387 

- 

00 

45 

75 

388 

- 

00 

00 

84 

390 

2 

00 

38 

26 

386 

1 

00 

01 

04 

390 

1 

00 

55 

88 

396 

- 

00 

31 

34 

395 

- 

00 

24 

93 

394 

1 




394 

2 

00 

48 

62 

394 

3 




393 

1 

00 

09 

35 

402 

- 

00 

04 

56 

393 

3 

00 

50 

20 

Road 

- 

00 

08 

18 

Govt.517 P. 

- 

02 

06 

71 

490 

- 

00 

00 

20 

491 

- 

00 

01 

60 

Road 

- 

00 

01 

28 

503 

2 

00 

06 

38 

504 

- 

00 

54 

75 

512 

- 

00 

22 

59 
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Kandagara Mota 


3 

Mundra 


Shiracha 


Mundra 



4 

513 

513 

513 

511 

Road 

17 

17 

18 
19 
24 
21 
22 
21 
21 
21 
11 

Road 

Govt.517 P.~ 
Chalta No.2 
Road 
127 
126/1 
126/1 
126/2 
Govt. 
Road 
Govt. 

130 

Govt. 

185 

187 

187 

187 

187 

188 
189 

Govt. 

179 

177 

Road 

220 

221 

260 

222 

223 

248 

247 

244 

245 
243 
240 
Road 
295 
206 
295 

231 

232 

234 

235 
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Deshalpar 
Moti Bhujpar 


3 

Mundra 

Mundra 



_4_ 

217 

218 

Govt. 713 
437 
713 
713 

Govt. 713 
GAUCHAR-727 
439 

GAUCHAR-732 

472 

413 

GAUCHAR-713 

GAUCHAR-728 

468 

469 

Govt.-713 
442 

442 

713 Road 
Govt.-443 P. 

443 
446 
445 

444 

_ Road _ 

713 Gauchar 
398 
396 

396 

397 
395 
395 
386 

386 

387 
379 

388 
378/1 
378/1 

378 
378 
378 
333 

329 

330 

331 
322/1 

322 
321 

Road _ 

320 
236 
236 
236 
221 
221 
233 
220 


- 

00 

78 

23 

- 

00 

17 

32 

- 

03 

43 

54 

- 

00 

00 

20 

30 

00 

03 

44 

27 

00 

55 

21 

- 

01 

62 

75 

- 

01 

83 

48 

- 

00 

02 

01 

- 

02 

41 

39 

2 

00 

09 

03 

- 

00 

58 

93 

9 

00 

31 

45 

- 

01 

94 

56 

- 

00 

47 

24 

- 

00 

22 

54 

- 

00 

44 

09 

4 

00 

30 

80 

3 

00 

00 

20 

- 

00 

12 

65 

4 

00 

11 

05 

3 

00 

28 

10 

- 

00 

14 

89 

- 

00 

97 

80 

- 

00 

00 

20 

- 

00 

07 

77 

- 

02 

47 

32 

- 

00 

53 

72 

2 

00 

29 

18 

1 

00 

62 

07 

- 

00 

85 

99 

1 

2 

00 

09 

08 

1 

2 

00 

64 

83 

- 

00 

90 

08 

- 

00 

66 

63 

- 

00 

00 

20 

P 1 




P 2 




2 

00 

25 

53 

P 3 
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- 

00 

50 

59 

- 

00 

78 

06 

- 

00 

37 

89 

P 1 

00 

41 

61 

P 1 

00 

53 

31 

1 

00 

00 

20 

- 

00 

62 

88 

- 

00 

03 

87 

- 

00 

00 

89 

P 1 
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00 

01 

40 
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P 1 

00 

20 

66 
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1 

2 

3 

4 


5 i 


Baraya 

Mundra 

308 

- 

00 

04 

48 




302 

- 

01 

15 

95 




301 

- 

00 

23 

22 




300 

- 

00 

44 

78 




293 

- 

00 

96 

73 




288 

- 

00 

00 

20 




289 

- 

00 

00 

20 




292 

- 

00 

88 

75 




291 

- 

00 

33 

23 

9 

Pragpar-1 

Mundra 

218 

- 

00 

49 

34 



219 

- 

00 

43 

19 




229 

- 

00 

34 

81 




232 

- 

00 

32 

33 




231 

- 

01 

01 

26 




230 

- 

00 

00 

20 

10 

Toda 

Mundra 

44 River 

- 

00 

78 

81 




Govt. 6 

- 

01 

14 

16 

11 

Bhorara 

Mundra 

344 

- 

00 

00 

20 




347 

- 

01 

07 

11 




390 Road 

- 

00 

14 

29 




348 

- 

00 

62 

32 




349 

- 

00 

11 

37 




350 

- 

00 

35 

11 




351 

- 

00 

30 

20 




352 

- 

00 

15 

03 




353 

- 

00 

50 

48 




354 

- 

00 

25 

47 




355 

- 

00 

26 

97 




356 

- 

00 

46 

76 




322 

- 

00 

14 

14 




321 

- 

00 

35 

92 




320 

- 

00 

36 

27 




319 

- 

00 

23 

02 




360 

- 

00 

03 

60 




318 

- 

00 

47 

78 




317 Road 

- 

00 

02 

99 




286 

- 

00 

03 

06 




287 

- 

00 

31 

07 




288 

- 

00 

23 

76 




317 Road 

- 

00 

11 

17 




283 

- 

00 

10 

46 




289 

- 

00 

34 

91 




282 

- 

00 

00 

13 




290 

- 

00 

65 

41 




291 

- 

00 

00 

20 




292 

- 

00 

00 

20 




293 

- 

00 

00 

22 




378 

- 

00 

00 

55 




377 

- 

00 

02 

78 

12 

Viraniya 

Mundra 

GAUCHAR-352 

- 

00 

26 

40 




Road 

- 

00 

07 

49 




351 

- 

00 

65 

97 




349 

- 

00 

08 

00 




Govt.-3 48 

- 

00 

02 

29 




345 

- 

00 

00 

45 




346 

- 

00 

44 

98 




344 

- 

00 

25 

29 




343 

- 

00 

21 

65 
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1 

2 

3 

4 


5 i 


Gundala 

Mundra 

382 

- 

00 

29 

44 




Cart Track 

- 

00 

06 

02 




378 

1 

00 

85 

52 




Govt. 

- 

00 

25 

21 




376 

- 

00 

03 

17 




215 

- 

00 

83 

06 




215 

P 1 




215 

P 2 




214/1 


00 

03 

94 




214/2 


14 

Tragadi 

Mandvi 

Govt 

- 

56 

12 

04 


[F. No. R-12031/2/2018-OR-I/E-26406] 
SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


?Tf ftwfr, 11 ^PTTt, 2019 

^T. 3TT. 1327.—-HJ+K % HP+Pd R ^ 3TUPPPT spftcT ftcIT | f% -jftm Tl^T if TPTfPT- 
■HIPHE-Tpr- % 4dlPl44 ^TPTPTf % MfW.H % Ppr fftrpT 3jfw TTTfT^FJ % !?TTT TT7TPTTTP 

f%wt prpfMiPui 

3ftr Trfrrr HTTPY ^ Mt TT7TPTT7PT f^W^T % 94 MH % Ppr ^ 3TPBPPTT rpfPT ftrP t M[ ^ R ^ 
TTPF5 3PJ^T % ^PT t 3Tk PptP ~3xF TT^PTT^T f^wt PfFf TT 7FPTT t TTWl % 3lf^FTT TT 3^ i%rn 
PfPTI 

3PT: 3T^ Tp#PT 7TTTTT Tfrf^W 3#T Tlfjfw TT5T "TTTTP t dM4MI % 3rfgpFTT TT 3^) 3ifsrf^TR 1962 
(1962 TT 50) # SPTT 3 # OTSPTT (1) 3TTT JP^tT 3lf%pff TT 7PTFT TPTT fJT w 'tjfrr % TTTFT % 3rflpfTT 3T#j 
% 3m 3 H?pt # 7TW TPpfr %\ 

47rf *fl 3xP 3PJ^ if ^fffpr 'ijfrr if P.444 | 3*1 PTf^T t Ppi W srf^PTT *T ■^TTTrT % 0414 f% 
Tf^TT HTSPTni PpFTT 3TPP5ST TPT fl PfpfT % 3#T % t^rfr 'JffR % #4 f%WP PfPl % Ppr 

sm 3TTFT % 3TfgpTTT 3^ % *F3F?J 3 s fT f^PT 7PTTT Tt#, HSTP TTf^PFTft, 91 J 14l 9 -HI H 4I '-SPJ^-^TSP 
913+d TT7TPTTTP 9|P.4HHI, fft^PT 3JRcT TTPfft^PJ TT7TPTT7PT WFT, fT^ HWT %2, fft^FT 3JPPT 

3H4l41^T Trpfpft,RWi^5, TlTT ^TTH: ^PPTT, cIHH'K -756056 (STlf^R) # PlHsM if 3H3PT ^5f 7#Pm 


3T^t 


31FTPT ^i’h'PaPT PlPis 

MKI^M -HlW^-1^4irHI , WIT ; TMR4)'>IHI 

3(1)3^41 

Pi ?ii :- 

<nmwH 




?F.¥ 

ds^flH TTPTR 

^rN" TT dTR 

^PTiPTfeWPTNl 

^PT3lf%lttpd SlpTiH 

J(4< 444)i< 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 

1 

^fr 

241 

618 

00 

01 

37 




619 

00 

03 

54 




621/6194 

00 

02 

53 




621/6195 

00 

00 

34 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 


( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


*ftfr 

241 

506/6190 

00 

00 

54 




506 

00 

00 

51 




506/6189 

00 

00 

10 




622 

00 

06 

55 




678 

00 

00 

83 




679 

00 

00 

23 




677 

00 

00 

74 




676 

00 

02 

00 




682/6159 

00 


90 




682 

00 


03 




681 



51 




683 

00 


03 




689 

00 


35 




504 

00 

04 

01 




498 

00 


04 




200 

00 


68 




201 



41 




202 

00 

00 

36 




205 

00 

01 

20 




207 

00 

01 

68 




208 

00 

06 

49 




233 

00 

04 

18 




224 


00 

06 




232 

00 

02 

83 




264 


06 

21 




269 

00 

00 

22 




268 

00 

00 

74 




267 

00 

02 

60 




266 


02 

14 




85 

00 

01 

72 




94 



91 




101 

00 


29 




103 


01 

67 




105 

00 


96 




115 

00 


41 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


HUT 

241 

116 

00 

06 

45 




117 

00 

03 

09 




123 

00 

01 

56 




124 

00 

01 

38 




125 

00 

01 

68 




127 

00 

03 

38 




128 

00 

01 

24 




129 

00 

01 

85 




130 

00 

00 

72 




131 

00 

03 

41 




132 

00 

00 

81 




141 

00 

02 

84 




142 

00 

00 

10 




140 

00 

02 

21 




893 

00 

00 

89 




892 


00 

20 




894 

00 

01 

70 




895 

00 

00 

67 




896 

00 

00 

10 




897 


02 

14 




890 

00 

01 

35 




1469 


01 

56 




1471 

00 

03 

03 




1470 



13 




1464 

00 

02 

60 




1472 


01 

06 




1463 

00 

07 

54 




1503 



61 




1540 

00 


94 




1504 


01 

97 




1538 

00 

02 

83 




1536 


01 

17 




1547 

00 

00 

10 




1553 


04 

04 




1595 

00 

00 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


HUT 

241 

2528 

00 

02 

26 




2529 

00 

01 

70 




2533 

00 

02 

01 




2532 

00 

03 

54 




2530 

00 

00 

10 




2531 

00 

03 

63 




2581 

00 

01 

79 




2537 

00 

00 

05 




2580 

00 

03 

26 




2582 

00 

03 

05 




2611 

00 

02 

84 




2613 

00 

00 

24 




2615 

00 

07 

50 




2619 

00 

00 

15 




2620 

00 

00 

32 




2621 

00 

00 

33 




2622 

00 

00 

37 




2623 

00 

00 

58 




2626 

00 

00 

47 




2628 

00 

00 

30 




2627 

00 

01 

08 




2625 

00 

01 

47 




2630 

00 

00 

33 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/2/2019-%3iR-l/f-29478] 

?TEtT5 STT, 3T^t ttRuI 


New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S. O. 1327. —Whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Petroleum Product from Paradip-Somnathpur-Haldia, pipeline should be laid in State of Odisha by 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bimal Prasad Mohanty, Competent 
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Authority, Paradip - Somnathpur - Haldia Product Pipeline Project, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipelines Division, 
Quarter No. B/2, Indian Oil Residential Colony, Meghadambaru, PO: Kuruda, Balasore-756056, Odisha. 


Indian Oil Corporation Limited 

PROJECT : - PARADIP - SOMNATHPUR - HALDIA PIPELINE PROJECT 

SCHEDULE of 3(1) 

DISTRICT : 

BALASORE 



STATE: ODISHA 

S. No. 

Name of Tehsil 

Name of Village 

Plot No. 

Area 

Hectare | Are | Sqm. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

1 

SORO 

GUR No. 241 

618 

00 

01 

37 




619 

00 

03 

54 




621/6194 

00 

02 

53 




621/6195 

00 

00 

34 




506/6190 

00 

00 

54 




506 

00 

00 

51 




506/6189 

00 

00 

10 




622 

00 

06 

55 




678 

00 

00 

83 




679 

00 

00 

23 




677 

00 

00 

74 




676 

00 

02 

00 




682/6159 

00 

01 

90 




682 

00 

01 

03 




681 

00 

00 

51 




683 

00 

00 

03 




689 

00 

00 

35 




504 

00 

04 

01 




498 

00 

01 

04 




200 

00 

06 

68 




201 

00 

02 

41 




202 

00 

00 

36 




205 

00 

01 

20 




207 

00 

01 

68 




208 

00 

06 

49 




233 

00 

04 

18 




224 

00 

00 

06 




232 

00 

02 

83 




264 

00 

06 

21 




269 

00 

00 

22 




268 

00 

00 

74 




267 

00 

02 

60 




266 

00 

02 

14 




85 

00 

01 

72 




94 

00 

03 

91 




101 

00 

02 

29 




103 

00 

01 

67 




105 

00 

02 

96 




115 

00 

03 

41 




116 

00 

06 

45 




117 

00 

03 

09 




123 

00 

01 

56 




124 

00 

01 

38 




125 

00 

01 

68 




127 

00 

03 

38 




128 

00 

01 

24 




129 

00 

01 

85 




130 

00 

00 

72 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


(6) 

(7) 


SORO 

GUR No. 241 

131 

00 

03 

41 




132 

00 

00 

81 




141 

00 

02 

84 




142 

00 

00 

10 




140 

00 

02 

21 




893 

00 

00 

89 




892 

00 

00 

20 




894 

00 

01 

70 




895 

00 

00 

67 




896 

00 

00 

10 




897 

00 

02 

14 




890 

00 

01 

35 




1469 

00 

01 

56 




1471 

00 

03 

03 




1470 

00 

00 

13 




1464 

00 

02 

60 




1472 

00 

01 

06 




1463 

00 

07 

54 




1503 

00 

00 

61 




1540 

00 

00 

94 




1504 

00 

01 

97 




1538 

00 

02 

83 




1536 

00 

01 

17 




1547 

00 

00 

10 




1553 

00 

04 

04 




1595 

00 

00 

05 




1554 

00 

04 

70 




1555 

00 

00 

80 




1556 

00 

01 

65 




1592 

00 

01 

57 




1583 

00 

01 

97 




1584 

00 

01 

20 




1581 

00 

01 

57 




1585 

00 

01 

57 




1586 

00 

00 

81 




1588 

00 

00 

09 




1587 

00 

01 

40 




1651 

00 

03 

63 




1652 

00 

01 

75 




1654 

00 

00 

04 




1656 

00 

02 

71 




1655 

00 

00 

09 




1657 

00 

02 

02 




1649 

00 

00 

13 




1648 

00 

03 

29 




1646 

00 

00 

28 




1661 

00 

00 

11 




1644 

00 

03 

65 




1643 

00 

00 

41 




1641 

00 

02 

76 




1687 

00 

02 

04 




1688 

00 

03 

83 




1689 

00 

00 

46 




1196 

00 

03 

69 




1696 

00 

00 

96 




1695 

00 

01 

32 




1697 

00 

03 

08 




1180 

00 

01 

90 




1177 

00 

05 

39 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


SORO 

GUR No. 241 

2526 

00 

01 

52 




2527 

00 

00 

06 




2528 

00 

02 

26 




2529 

00 

01 

70 




2533 

00 

02 

01 




2532 

00 

03 

54 




2530 

00 

00 

10 




2531 

00 

03 

63 




2581 

00 

01 

79 




2537 

00 

00 

05 




2580 

00 

03 

26 




2582 

00 

03 

05 




2611 

00 

02 

84 




2613 

00 

00 

24 




2615 

00 

07 

50 




2619 

00 

00 

15 




2620 

00 

00 

32 




2621 

00 

00 

33 




2622 

00 

00 

37 




2623 

00 

00 

58 




2626 

00 

00 

47 




2628 

00 

00 

30 




2627 

00 

01 

08 




2625 

00 

01 

47 




2630 

00 

00 

33 


[F. No. R-11025( 11 )/2/2019-OR-I/E-29478] 


SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


MfMft, 11 ^FTTt, 2019 

RT.3TT. 1328.—WFTT % MiM if Rf 3TTRRUF MM ffTIT | f% MMt tur if MUlii'l- 
TJcTT^f R % fM ifk^R Mr +TmP.?FT PlfHcLs: % ^RT TTTW^l 

f%Wt Mt-llfM.I 

M MM RT^r M Mr TTRHTRT fM % MrFT % fM ZR 3TTRRTR Mr Mr | rM Tjfrr R Rf Mr 
■iMM4 ^ RfM t Rp" fM FT RTF TTRFiR fM RTR RT UHH t RUTTR % RflpTR 3 rM fw RRH 

3171: sr^- -H<+l< 9dlPu-l^ atrgf^TFTRHi^ ijfirRRTtR % 3TfsMR wfa 3rfsrfMR 1962 (1962 RT 

50) # STITT 3 # RTSTRT 1 ^TTT TTRT MMff RT WFT Ml fR rr ^ % RRTRT % RfMFR Mr Ml % 3RR1 
31RTR # MRTT |l 

Mf MM Rf RTF ST^jfr R Mr R f|RRTR | RR MM FT MM W RfMjRRT *T RTTR % TRRR f% 
TrfMTT RTSrRR RRRT RT RTRTR RRT ft RtM t 7#R fM % #R RfR % M% WW fRWR Ml % fM 
Mr rwi % rIMr 3iMr % rrrt ft M Mrr rrr MMt, rstr MMifr, rrtM-Mrtr^-Mtrt 
rrrt wfttr MMrftt, tfMr Mr RTRfTRR mr'-mrh rrrt, Mr wit M/2,Mrr Mr 
thmiMrm'Mrr^M rrrMr : fw, rtrtrf -756056 (MIrt)m PifM rr%rtrr rrrMri 
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3IFET ^ihT< 9FI Plftis 



r\ _ _ _r\ 'o 

_r\ 




HKKIH - ■HHHISTJT-STsrd MTsTHTS'T HK4M4I 


3(1)31^-41 

Rmi- 

^Frratr 



TTW :- 

7T TT 


V, 




Cl l<1 ®M *11 *i 

■*114 ^>1TDT 

' d *\ \C Sf>+1 !<*> 

t^TT TtttT 

«hWU<. 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 

1 

t^rr 

TdTT- 250 

1 

00 

01 

49 




2 


00 

15 

2 


- 227 

1423 



27 




1422 


04 

80 




863 


01 

09 




859 


05 

98 




868 


11 

00 

3 

t^rr 

T^TTy - 217 

214 



54 




179 


00 

76 




183 







181 


00 

02 




182 


01 

88 




184 


00 

11 




180 


04 

02 




166 







185 


00 





165 







160 



74 




159 



26 




157 



73 




156 



82 




155 



19 




150 


01 





149 


01 

77 




148 


01 

04 




147 


01 

36 




144 


02 

77 




146 


07 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


t^rr 

RfT^jT- 217 

145 

00 

00 

80 




78 

00 

06 

54 




24 

00 

06 

97 




23 

00 

01 

27 




16 

00 

00 

20 




18 

00 

00 

20 




19 

00 

00 

20 




20 

00 

04 

06 




17 

00 

07 

24 

4 

t^rr 

frf^IT - 77 

1523 

00 

10 

79 




1490 

00 

00 

03 




1491 

00 

03 

92 




1492 

00 

06 

03 




1480 

00 

00 

01 




1479 

00 

04 

74 

5 

J HHl 

HKN'sHl! - 44 

3185/3054 

00 

00 

04 

6 

' j hhi 

4 M - 88 

1486 

00 

00 

05 

7 

4MI-HU 

- 210 

1925/2047 

00 

00 

20 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/2/2019-%3TR-l/f-29478] 

3rFcPJ STT, 3T^T *[f%^ 


New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S. O. 1328.—Whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Petroleum Product from Paradip-Somnathpur -Haldia, a pipeline should be laid in State of Odisha by 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bimal Prasad Mohanty, Competent 
Authority, Paradip - Somnathpur - Haldia Product Pipeline Project, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipelines Division, 
Quarter No. B/2, Indian Oil Residential Colony, Meghadambaru, PO: Kuruda, Balasore-756056, Odisha. 
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Indian Oil Corporation Limited 


PROJECT : - PARADIP - SOMNATHPUR - HALDIA PRODUCT PIPELINE PROJECT 
_SCHEDULE of 3(1)_ 


DISTRICT : BALASORE 


SI. No. 


Name of Tehsil 


Name of Village 


Plot No. 


STATE: 

ODISHA 

Area 


Hectare 1 Are 

! Sqm. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

1 

REMUNA 

PATARA - 250 

1 

00 

01 

49 




2 

00 

00 

15 








2 

REMUNA 

HIRATIKIRI - 227 

1423 

00 

03 

27 




1422 

00 

04 

80 




863 

00 

01 

09 




859 

00 

05 

98 




868 

00 

11 

00 








3 

REMUNA 

PAHADAPUR - 217 

214 

00 

05 

54 




179 

00 

00 

76 




183 

00 

03 

36 




181 

00 

00 

02 




182 

00 

01 

88 




184 

00 

00 

11 




180 

00 

04 

02 




166 

00 

03 

33 




185 

00 

00 

13 




165 

00 

06 

52 




160 

00 

02 

74 




159 

00 

09 

26 




157 

00 

12 

73 




156 

00 

06 

82 




155 

00 

06 

19 




150 

00 

01 

32 




149 

00 

01 

77 




148 

00 

01 

04 




147 

00 

01 

36 




144 

00 

02 

77 




146 

00 

07 

02 




145 

00 

00 

80 




78 

00 

06 

54 




24 

00 

06 

97 




23 

00 

01 

27 




16 

00 

00 

20 




18 

00 

00 

20 




19 

00 

00 

20 




20 

00 

04 

06 




17 

00 

07 

24 

4 

REMUNA 

HALADIA - 77 

1523 

00 

10 

79 




1490 


00 

03 




1491 



92 




1492 



03 




1480 


00 

01 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


REMUNA 

HALADIA - 77 

1479 

00 

04 

74 








5 

REMUNA 

PADABADAGAN - 44 

3185/3054 

00 

00 

04 








6 

REMUNA 

BADPAL - 88 

1486 

00 

00 

05 








7 

BALASORE 

KHANNAGAR - 210 

1925/2047 

00 

00 

20 


[F. No. R-11025( 11 )/2/2019-OR-I/E-29478] 
SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


Tif^T, 11 ^FTTt, 2019 


^TT. 3R. 1329— % HF+Qd ft Tf 3TTTRTT TFfrT ffTTT % T#FT TFT if HI J I'Tl'l- 
4 irhit^-f4t3tt % Tfrf%w TcRTTf % mRmff f 1%tt fftrr 3ifw ttt)t?ft fFfrrr % ^rt tt|t rfr 
f4wi RFfr -nQui 

3frr ifr^F TH4K FT Fft WUTR f^M % 94 MH % f^TR Tf 3TTTRTT Rrftrf fTTTT | f% Fft ^ if ^FTT 
3MI44 3T^ft t Tf^FT | 3ftr fSprF RTF WW f%Wt RTF FT RM f RFTFT % 3rfSFFTT 3F?T f%RT ^TTRi 


3TTT: 3RT, %^T >H<+I< 3lF TTRT HI (T(f4 RTTFT % 3rfsrnT 3F?T) 3i%f%W 1962 (1962 

TT 50) # STITT 3 # RTSTTTT (1) ^TTT TFT ?Tf%Fff FT TPTFT RTF |TT 3R ^ % RTTFT % 3rflfW 3F?T FTR % 
3RFT 3TRFT # Ml MUM RTrfr tl 


TT# RT RTF 3^41 4 Ff^FT ?lf4 4 ffTTR^ f RTT Rrf^W 4 f^FT FT TT StRrJRTT 4 FFR % TFFFT f% 
Tf^TT FTSTTTR RRTT F7T RFFST RTT fT RFff | ^#R f%T % 4VTF ^ % 4 Ht WW 14^1 U RTF % f^TT 
RTF MFl % 3rfgpTTT 3F3?F % FFFT 4 4t f^FR TFTF FFFff, FSTF FTf^FFFfr, MI J 14l M -FTFFTFT^-TFfFFT 

tfft TFwrtF miP>a-Tmhi, 4(4mh 3tftr 4imRff f4f4rr mfmhiIh tftf, iff wtt 4t/2,fftFF 3 tftr 
3IM|41tTTR^.^FR iRF, TFTTTFF: fTFT, FFTFTF- 756056 (Tlfl'OT) Ft Plf4d TFTF 3TTSFTFRFFFTI 


fflFF 3#TTf <4N'RFF Plf4is 


HI<|41 h -FmFFFJT-i 


3(1)3T^t 


f^FTT :- 


R.F 


<nmi4)< 

<^41h FT TFT 


TFT :- <atftSTT 


FTT FT TFT 


^FTFTTFFFTF 


3Tfgnri|TT ter 


t^FTT 


Ftt 


fWFt 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 

1 

FFFFTF 

f 3TRJT - 288 

220 

00 

01 

33 




216 

00 

10 

82 




210 

00 

00 

80 




182 

00 

00 

01 




184 

00 

04 

98 




185 

00 

01 

54 




186 

00 

01 

97 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

f - 288 

205 


01 

04 




187 



20 




204 



92 




192 


03 

88 




196 


02 

29 




195 


01 

07 




302 


00 

47 




303 


00 

42 




304 


00 

53 




544 


01 

02 




536 


02 

73 




537 


02 

25 




532 


01 

40 




531 


01 

29 




525 


06 

55 




519 


02 

59 




514 



38 




513 


03 

72 




512 


00 

04 




562 


01 

51 




565 


06 

49 




569 


04 

89 




568 


04 

80 




695 


00 

39 




570 


00 

19 




571 


02 

12 




688 


03 

82 




692 


00 

20 




691 


05 

31 




691/1567 


00 

61 




689 


07 

39 




685 


04 

46 




669 


00 

60 




670 


05 

16 




668 


04 

18 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

#fpjt-279 

106 

00 

00 

11 




107 

00 

03 

51 




108 

00 

02 

29 




121 

00 

00 

20 




111 

00 

00 

21 




110 

00 

00 

52 




90/4585 

00 

00 

20 




109 

00 

04 

21 




90 

00 

00 

20 




89 

00 

01 

67 




88 

00 

02 

11 




87 

00 

00 

34 




80 

00 

02 

96 




78 

00 

01 

58 




77 

00 

02 

37 




62 

00 

02 

40 




61 

00 

00 

33 




51 

00 

02 

36 




54 

00 

01 

58 




55 

00 

01 

67 




56 

00 

02 

37 




36 

00 

00 

71 




35 

00 

02 

98 




34 

00 

01 

52 




22 

00 

03 

26 




25 

00 

07 

18 




29 

00 

00 

16 




26 

00 

03 

28 




27 

00 

02 

20 




268 

00 

01 

45 




275 

00 

04 

87 




276 

00 

03 

03 




1 

00 

00 

72 

4 

^TFTFTF 

- 277 

491 

00 

03 

24 




492 



99 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


■=iMi'Hk 

#fr3imT - 217 

493 


02 

51 




494 


01 

02 




446 


02 

22 




448 


00 

96 




447 


00 

84 




449 



07 




450 



12 




455 



05 




451/521 



59 




451/522 



10 




451 



51 




452 



93 




453 


01 

30 




408 



79 




453/552 



03 




407 



81 




405 


01 

39 




414 



44 




415 


01 

76 




404 



64 




344 



43 




341 


04 

76 




340 


01 

48 




338 


03 

37 




337 


02 

28 




310 


03 

35 




311 


00 

06 




313 


00 

04 




312 



04 




309 


00 

12 




315 


04 

88 

5 

^TFTFTF 

Tiira^T -212 

971 


08 

10 




970 


01 

39 




965 


00 

20 




962 


00 

20 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

-212 

961 


00 

20 




980 


07 

94 




981 


05 

03 




982 


00 

46 




983 


07 

40 




987 


02 

05 




988 


05 

64 




1015 


00 

32 




1069 


06 

76 




1070 


01 

20 




1071 


09 

36 




1461 


01 

04 




1458 


08 

88 




1457 


03 

52 




1456 


01 

51 




1454 


04 

13 




1453 


04 

76 




1355 


00 

31 




1244 


08 

30 




1245 


07 

48 




1249 


12 

35 




1246 


00 

20 

6 


+dMPl4l - 224 

28 


05 

74 




27 


02 

90 




26 


05 

89 




25 


00 

09 




17 


00 

22 




16 


00 

15 




2 


02 

24 




3/152 


00 

30 




3 


18 

73 




4 



08 

7 

^TETFTR 

WlfTT- 216 

1017 


13 

14 




1011 


01 

63 




1018 


00 

01 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

'T4TTTCT - 213 

721 


00 

02 




836 


03 

74 




876 


00 

49 




877 


00 

46 




878 


03 

18 




879 


02 

77 




881 


08 





885 


07 

77 

9 

^TETFTF 

TT^3it- 127 

1744 



58 




1747 



56 




1746 



23 




1766 


10 

74 




1767 


01 

35 




1726 


05 

09 




1725 


08 

41 




1784 



24 




1785 


03 

99 




1710 


00 

20 




1787 


04 

58 




1793 


06 

48 




1694 


11 

04 




1698 


04 

94 




1696 


00 

10 




1695 


00 

10 




1682 


00 





1687 


00 

10 




1683 



36 




1684 



16 




1680 



08 




1638 


08 

35 




1639 



71 




1640 



20 




1646 



99 




1642 


01 





1641 



51 


















5610 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 27, 2019/SRAVANA 5, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3 (ii)] 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

- 206 

653 


00 

43 




614 


05 

98 




613 


07 

41 




612 



20 




601 



38 




607/709 



42 




607 


05 

44 




608 


03 

64 




606 


01 

14 




569 



31 




502 


10 

88 




503 


03 

36 




504 


02 

40 




557 



89 




556 


09 

94 




555 


02 

15 




543 


04 

48 




538 


04 

76 




530 


01 

44 

13 

^TFrufR 

3TETT3it7T - 226 

19 


00 

05 




20 


01 

74 




24 


01 

45 




21 


01 

79 




22 


00 

20 




17 


08 

39 




23 



18 

14 


+ K±M<*I - 207 

473 


02 

80 




474 


05 

15 




471 


00 

20 




470 


02 

61 




426 


00 

16 




468 


04 

03 




467 


01 

32 




427 


01 

47 




428 



26 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

- 201 

1134 


01 

00 




1043 


10 

55 




1040 


03 

91 




1041 


00 

66 




1038 


04 

65 




1037 


03 

84 




1035 


07 

13 




1021 



53 




1014 


05 

15 




1015 



20 




1017 


07 

03 




940 


02 

57 

18 


|pTT- 194 

1 


01 

51 




16 


00 

10 




14 


02 

49 




13 


09 

22 




12 







11 


03 

75 




32 


03 

25 




31 


01 

21 




33 


00 

17 




42 


05 

81 




37 


01 

40 




38 


07 

52 




39 


00 

66 

19 

^TFTFTF 

si Rum - 200 

337 


00 

60 




316 


05 

43 




317 


04 

65 




318 


00 

34 




314 


05 

22 




319 


03 

09 




313 


06 

88 




322 


01 

28 




185 


00 

20 




181 


07 

95 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



( 7 ) 


■=imI'HU 

siRum - 200 

180 


04 

91 




179 


04 

57 




173 


00 

39 




161 


07 

10 




162 


00 

60 




170 


00 

41 




169 


02 

92 




168 


02 

30 




165 


01 

84 




164 


01 

96 




163 


05 

27 




151 


01 

43 




379 


01 

69 

20 

^TT 7 TFTP r 

ari^r- 199 

2240 


00 

67 




2241 


03 

60 




2242 


03 

30 




2243 



66 




2247 


02 

78 




2248 


10 

53 




2249 


00 

76 




2004 


06 

98 




2003 


00 

12 




2002 



37 




1999 


00 

31 




2001 


04 

22 




1991 


00 

45 




1957 


01 

30 




1966 


03 

48 




1958 


07 

29 




1951 


05 

18 




1949 


03 

11 




1947 



71 




1948 


06 

03 

21 

^i-hU 

186 

115 



96 




111 



22 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


cimi-hU 

JTff^TTvfr- 186 

116 

00 

05 

16 




110 

00 

02 

97 




108 

00 

00 

54 




45 

00 

03 

14 




46 

00 

01 

80 




48 

00 

05 

46 




49 

00 

05 

17 




51 

00 

01 

01 




52 

00 

15 

27 




53 

00 

01 

80 




54 

00 

00 

10 




37 

00 

15 

56 




24 

00 

06 

06 




20 

00 

05 

64 




19 

00 

02 

47 




3 

00 

01 

89 




2 

00 

01 

99 




1 

00 

01 

34 

22 

^fUTETF 

- 196 

1 

00 

00 

20 




5 

00 

00 

20 




6 

00 

00 

20 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/2/2019-3fr3TR-I/f-29478] 

STEtEJ STT, 3T^t ttRpT 


New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S. O. 1329-Whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Petroleum Product from Paradip-Somnathpur-Haldiaa a, pipeline should be laid in State of Odisha by 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bimal Prasad Mohanty, Competent 
Authority, Paradip - Somnathpur - Haldia Product Pipeline Project, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipelines Division, 
Quarter No. B/2, Indian Oil Residential Colony, Meghadambaru, PO: Kuruda, Balasore-756056, Odisha. 




[*1FT II—TsP^ 3(ii)] 


•to Trpsm : ^grrf 27, 2 Q\ 9 i^m 5,1941 


5615 




SCHEDULE 




Indian Oil Corporation Limited 



PROJECT : - PARADIP - SOMNATHPUR 

HALDIA PIPELINE PROJECT j 

I SCHEDULE of 3(1) j 

DISTRICT : 

BALASORE 



| STATE: | ODISHA 

SI. No. 

Name of Tehsil 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area 

Hectare | Are | Sqm. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

1 

BALASORE 

KUANRPUR - 288 

220 

00 

01 

33 




216 

00 

10 

82 




210 

00 

00 

80 




182 

00 

00 

01 




184 

00 

04 

98 




185 

00 

01 

54 




186 

00 

01 

97 




205 

00 

01 

04 




187 

00 

00 

20 




204 

00 

04 

92 




192 

00 

03 

88 




196 

00 

02 

29 




195 

00 

01 

07 




302 

00 

00 

47 




303 

00 

00 

42 




304 

00 

00 

53 




544 

00 

01 

02 




536 

00 

02 

73 




537 

00 

02 

25 




532 

00 

01 

40 




531 

00 

01 

29 




525 

00 

06 

55 




519 

00 

02 

59 




514 

00 

00 

38 




513 

00 

03 

72 




512 

00 

00 

04 




562 

00 

01 

51 




565 

00 

06 

49 




569 

00 

04 

89 




568 

00 

04 

80 




695 

00 

00 

39 




570 

00 

00 

19 




571 

00 

02 

12 




688 

00 

03 

82 




692 

00 

00 

20 




691 

00 

05 

31 




691/1567 

00 

00 

61 




689 

00 

07 

39 




685 

00 

04 

46 




669 

00 

00 

60 




670 

00 

05 

16 




668 

00 

04 

18 




667 

00 

03 

49 




666 

00 

02 

03 

2 

BALASORE 

CHANDIPUR - 278 

403/525 

00 

01 

93 




403 

00 






421 

00 


39 | 




422 

00 






418 

00 


37 j 




419 

00 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


BALASORE 

CHANDIPUR - 278 

420 

00 

01 

93 




416 

00 

00 

18 




413 

00 

00 

46 




414 

00 

02 

04 




415 

00 

00 

67 




410 

00 

02 

31 




356 

00 

03 

14 




357 

00 

04 

32 




354 

00 

00 

45 




352/508 

00 

02 

56 




352 

00 

00 

31 




350 

00 

03 

81 




349 

00 

00 

63 




348 

00 

01 

37 

3 

BALASORE 

BHIMPUR - 279 

162 

00 

04 

48 




161 

00 

02 

98 




157 

00 

02 

55 




156 

00 

02 

51 




149 

00 

04 

41 




145 

00 

04 

28 




143 

00 

01 

85 




136 

00 

02 

94 




137 

00 

01 

54 




130 

00 

03 

07 




130/4385 

00 

02 

83 




104 

00 

00 

81 




105 

00 

01 

43 




106 

00 

00 

11 




107 

00 

03 

51 




108 

00 

02 

29 




121 

00 

00 

20 




111 

00 

00 

21 




110 

00 

00 

52 




90/4585 

00 

00 

20 




109 

00 


21 




90 

00 

00 

20 




89 

00 

01 

67 




88 

00 


11 




87 

00 

00 

34 




80 

00 


96 




78 

00 

01 

58 




77 

00 


37 




62 

00 


40 




61 

00 

00 

33 




51 

00 


36 




54 

00 

01 

58 




55 

00 

01 

67 




56 

00 


37 




36 

00 

00 

71 




35 

00 


98 




34 

00 

01 

52 




22 

00 


26 




25 

00 

07 

18 




29 

00 

00 

16 




26 

00 


28 




27 

00 


20 




268 

00 

01 

45 




275 

00 


87 




276 

00 


03 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


BALASORE 

GOBINDA - 212 

1249 

00 

12 

35 




1246 

00 

00 

20 

6 

BALASORE 

KANTABANIA - 224 

28 

00 

05 

74 




27 

00 

02 

90 




26 

00 

05 

89 




25 

00 

00 

09 




17 

00 

00 

22 




16 

00 

00 

15 




2 

00 

02 

24 




3/152 

00 

00 

30 




3 

00 

18 

73 




4 

00 

02 

08 

7 

BALASORE 

KHANDAHARA - 216 

1017 

00 

13 

14 




1011 

00 

01 

63 




1018 

00 

00 

01 




1010 

00 

09 

52 




1006 

00 

00 

77 




1007 

00 

06 

10 




1005 

00 

01 

56 




1004 

00 

06 

19 




1068 

00 

01 

02 




1104 

00 

07 

04 




1103 

00 

05 

21 




1105 

00 

00 

20 




1106 

00 

04 

71 




1124 

00 

16 

67 




1120 

00 

05 

21 




1123 

00 

00 

14 




1122 

00 

06 

19 




1121 

00 

02 

02 




1131 

00 

04 

35 

8 

BALASORE 

NAYAPARA - 213 

1118 

00 

02 

04 




1119 

00 


47 




1120 

00 


31 




1276 

00 


52 




1122 

00 

00 

02 




1123 

00 

11 

19 




1124 

00 

00 

29 




1127 

00 

00 

34 




1126 

00 


00 




1125 

00 

07 

65 




1068 

00 

01 

79 




1067 

00 

01 

96 




1066 

00 


37 




823 

00 


73 




840 

00 


29 




839 

00 


23 




838 

00 

00 

59 




835 

00 

08 

76 




833 

00 

01 

30 




721 

00 

00 

02 




836 

00 


74 




876 

00 

00 

49 




877 

00 

00 

46 




878 

00 


18 




879 

00 


77 




881 

00 

08 

05 




885 

00 

07 

77 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

9 

BALASORE 

RAISUAN -127 

1744 

00 


58 




1747 

00 


56 




1746 

00 


23 




1766 

00 

10 

74 




1767 

00 

01 

35 




1726 

00 


09 




1725 

00 

08 

41 




1784 

00 


24 




1785 

00 


99 




1710 

00 

00 

20 




1787 

00 


58 




1793 

00 


48 




1694 

00 

11 

04 




1698 

00 


94 




1696 

00 

00 

10 




1695 

00 

00 

10 




1682 

00 

00 

02 




1687 

00 

00 

10 




1683 

00 


36 




1684 

00 


16 




1680 

00 

00 

08 




1638 

00 

08 

35 




1639 

00 

00 

71 




1640 

00 

00 

20 




1646 

00 

00 

99 




1642 

00 

01 

00 




1641 

00 

01 

51 

10 

BALASORE 

SAHAJANAGAR - 276 

48/1684 

00 

01 

96 




42 

00 

01 

62 




47 

00 


38 




45 

00 

01 

84 




44 

00 


06 




44/1792 

00 

00 

10 




43 

00 

01 

96 




41 

00 


21 




37 

00 

00 

05 




38 

00 


73 




36 

00 

01 

64 




36/1495 

00 


83 




35 

00 

01 

17 




34 

00 

01 

39 




33 

00 

00 

80 




21 

00 

00 

04 




22 

00 


91 




23 

00 


79 




24 

00 

00 

10 




16 

00 

07 

10 




15 

00 


38 




8 

00 

00 

20 




9 

00 


32 




7 

00 


79 




4 

00 


88 




1 

00 

01 

04 

11 

BALASORE 

JAYDEBKASAPA - 274 

2282 

00 

00 

56 




2283 

00 

10 

22 




2284 

00 


28 




2285 

00 


58 




2286 

00 

00 

20 

12 

BALASORE 

AGAMAUDA - 206 

681 

00 

07 

83 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


BALASORE 

AGAMAUDA - 206 

682 

00 

07 

63 




686 

00 

04 

89 




687 

00 

04 

79 




653 

00 

00 

43 




614 

00 

05 

98 




613 

00 

07 

41 




612 

00 

00 

20 




601 

00 

04 

38 




607/709 

00 

01 

42 




607 

00 

05 

44 




608 

00 

03 

64 




606 

00 

01 

14 




569 

00 

00 

31 




502 

00 

10 

88 




503 

00 

03 

36 




504 

00 

02 

40 




557 

00 

00 

89 




556 

00 

09 

94 




555 

00 

02 

15 




543 

00 

04 

48 




538 

00 

04 

76 




530 

00 

01 

44 

13 

BALASORE 

ALAOL - 226 

19 

00 

00 

05 




20 

00 

01 

74 




24 

00 

01 

45 




21 

00 

01 

79 




22 

00 

00 

20 




17 

00 

08 

39 




23 

00 

03 

18 

14 

BALASORE 

KADAMOUDA - 207 

473 

00 

02 

80 




474 

00 

05 

15 




471 

00 

00 

20 




470 

00 

02 

61 




426 

00 

00 

16 




468 

00 

04 

03 




467 

00 

01 

32 




427 

00 

01 

47 




428 

00 

00 

26 




465 

00 

02 

55 




431 

00 

09 

24 




432 

00 

01 

28 




433 

00 

00 

44 




434 

00 

06 

34 




437 

00 

01 

20 




436 

00 

01 

57 




435 

00 

03 

49 




443 

00 

02 

41 




441 

00 

00 

20 




442 

00 

04 

27 




447 

00 

08 

85 

15 

BALASORE 

BERHAMPUR - 208 

1092 

00 

01 

38 




1116 

00 


65 




1115 

00 

01 

92 




1111 

00 


96 




1112 

00 

01 

33 




1110 

00 


59 




1103 

00 

00 

28 




1104 

00 


39 




1105 

00 

00 

78 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


BALASORE 

BERHAMPUR - 208 

1039 

00 

00 

53 




1007 

00 

00 

69 




1005 

00 


73 




1006 

00 

00 

75 




1003 

00 


92 




1002 

00 


12 

16 

BALASORE 

KADA - 209 

7 

00 

00 

57 




6 

00 


11 




1 

00 


35 




2 

00 


27 

17 

BALASORE 

MIRIGIMUNDI - 201 

1128 

00 

00 

58 




1129 

00 

08 

09 




1138 

00 


69 




1133 

00 

11 

49 




1134 

00 

01 

00 




1043 

00 

10 

55 




1040 

00 


91 




1041 

00 

00 

66 




1038 

00 


65 




1037 

00 


84 




1035 

00 

07 

13 




1021 

00 

00 

53 




1014 

00 


15 




1015 

00 

00 

20 




1017 

00 

07 

03 




940 

00 


57 

18 

BALASORE 

HUJA -194 

1 

00 

01 

51 




16 

00 

00 

10 




14 

00 


49 




13 

00 


22 




12 

00 

00 

10 




11 

00 


75 




32 

00 


25 




31 

00 

01 

21 




33 

00 

00 

17 




42 

00 


81 




37 

00 

01 

40 




38 

00 

07 

52 




39 

00 

00 

66 

19 

BALASORE 

SAKTIRAM - 200 

337 

00 

00 

60 




316 

00 


43 




317 

00 


65 




318 

00 

00 

34 




314 

00 


22 




319 

00 


09 




313 

00 


88 




322 

00 

01 

28 




185 

00 

00 

20 




181 

00 

07 

95 




180 

00 


91 




179 

00 


57 




173 

00 

00 

39 




161 

00 

07 

10 




162 

00 

00 

60 




170 

00 

00 

41 




169 

00 


92 




168 

00 


30 




165 

00 

01 

84 




164 

00 

01 

96 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


BALASORE 

SAKTIRAM - 200 

163 

00 

05 

27 




151 

00 

01 

43 




379 

00 

01 

69 


BALASORE 

ANKO -199 

2240 

00 

00 

67 




2241 

00 

03 

60 




2242 

00 

03 

30 




2243 

00 

03 

66 




2247 

00 

02 

78 




2248 

00 

10 

53 




2249 

00 

00 

76 




2004 

00 

06 

98 




2003 

00 

00 

12 




2002 

00 

13 

37 




1999 

00 

00 

31 




2001 

00 

04 

22 




1991 

00 

00 

45 




1957 

00 

01 

30 




1966 

00 

03 

48 




1958 

00 

07 

29 




1951 

00 

05 

18 




1949 

00 

03 

11 




1947 

00 

00 

71 




1948 

00 

06 

03 


BALASORE 

MAINSIALI -186 

115 

00 

00 

96 




111 

00 

00 

22 




116 

00 

05 

16 




110 

00 

02 

97 




108 

00 

00 

54 




45 

00 

03 

14 




46 

00 

01 

80 




48 

00 

05 

46 




49 

00 

05 

17 




51 

00 

01 

01 




52 

00 

15 

27 




53 

00 

01 

80 




54 

00 

00 

10 




37 

00 

15 

56 




24 

00 

06 

06 




20 

00 

05 

64 




19 

00 

02 

47 




3 

00 

01 

89 




2 

00 

01 

99 




1 

00 

01 

34 


BALASORE 

TOLAKADIHA - 196 

1 

00 

00 

20 




5 

00 

00 

20 




6 

00 

00 

20 


[F. No. R-11025( 11 )/2/2019-OR-I/E-29478] 


SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


^TifT^fr, 11 ^TTf, 2019 


^T. 3ir. 1330.—t ^ 3ffcPR=F ^fTT ffTR % T#fTTT TT^T R HI J I'Tl'l- 
II TflfUTR TcMKl % MPdfiH % f%Tr ff%TR 3jfw % ^RT TTfWTRT 


T iRfr WHIR f^M % 94 NH % f%rr 3TTTRTT JUfTr ftclT % f% Rtfr ^ t Rt ^Rl 


i- A Ua ji h 


illdllJ I d ^1 


Q r./i'l £ H lZl 


TT U LrIM 


jPl ji 


1 S-l Cl J I I 







[*1FT II—TW 3(ii)] 


STTOT RT RRR1 : TJRTf 27, 2019/RW 5, 1941 


Wr RTW MR'-MR-H (ITT# TWF1 # 3TTSI 


3TTI: W RTRtR -H T+K TRTFRR Wr. RTRR RRWTWT (Tjf# 7#T Rr mmK 3TRR) 3rfm#W 1962 (1962 
TR 50) # STTTT 3 # RWRT (1) WT WRT Rf#TRf RR WFT RR# fR rr T(f# # i'-NHI # RfRRW 3T#R RR#R 
3TR# 3RW # RTW RRrft |l 

#7 ^rf#T Rt RR> 3Rp^f R RfSpr ijf# R f|RRR[ t RRRTl^R # Pl-HRl W Rf^PJRRT #?{RRRTTrr# RRRR 
# Rf#RT RTRTTR rrfr R# WWR RRT #T RTF# f ^#R f%R # ##R Vjf# % #T% RTfWTRR f^^lU, R[R % 
f#TT RR# RRRFT # 3lf#TRT 3R#r % RTRRJ R #T f#RR WR WT^fT, RRR RTfsfRR#, RTRpffR-RTRRTR^R- 
^fr3R RTTTRRTW M iP.-MNn |, fftw RRR RImRrR f%f#W RTWR1 WT, RRT7R RRRT #(/2,^Q-MH W 
RMl4lR WWt#r,#RRRR, RtTR RTW: fW, RTRTRlR -756056 (RlfiRT) R# f%f%R W R 3RRR Rr R%RTI 


_sQ’M^i rtw ^i'h'Prtr 

WTfhr - RfRRFRJ7 - ^*f|RT RTfRRTW * 
3(1)3T^t 


f^RIT > 

?F.R. 


<NMIR)< 


RTR^fRRTR 


RTRRTRWRTTT 


W5R ;- RtftRTT 
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- 252 

199 



19 




154 



99 




153 


04 

48 




152 



42 




151 


00 

20 




1 


00 

74 

3 


<4faR>fckM - 253 

770 


01 





769 


00 

80 




581 


01 

67 




584 


02 

51 




585 


02 

88 




590 


04 

31 




591 


03 

37 




594 


03 

98 




593 


00 

46 




596 


03 

46 




598 


02 

07 




600 


01 

67 




607 



31 




606 


01 

03 




605 


01 

97 




470 


03 

51 




454 


06 

46 




455 


03 

34 




456 


00 

88 




457 


02 

24 




458/797 


00 

64 




460 


01 

61 




438 


00 

18 




436 


05 

56 




434 


01 

31 




305 


00 

61 




345 


01 

14 




346 


07 

12 




347 


00 

18 




348 


01 

08 
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^RiRiRKm - 253 

349 


00 

91 




603 


00 

20 

4 

^FFIT 

Wrpnrft - 255 

141 


00 

81 




169 


00 

57 




294 


02 

03 




290 


02 

96 




295 


00 

43 




289 



37 




285 



86 




286 



54 




283 



08 




284 


12 

67 




223 



75 




276 


02 

25 




275 


01 

46 




272 


01 

77 




274 


02 

35 




273 


02 

41 




267 


04 

88 




268 


00 

05 




262 


03 

56 




263 


00 

06 




260 


02 

39 




256 


00 

05 




257 


04 

14 




258 


02 

26 

5 

^PFIT 

H^rTT- 88 

626 


00 

46 




627 


01 

36 




633 


00 

84 




634 



76 




635 



55 




637 


07 

99 




638 


01 

22 




640 


01 

21 




639 


07 

98 




645 


03 

60 
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6 


R^nftfT - 258 

1234 



18 




1237 


01 

06 




1236 


01 

08 




1241 



55 




1240 



11 




1239 


00 

10 




1244 


01 

97 




1223 


02 

34 




1222 


00 

22 




1208 


02 

89 




1217 


01 

25 




1216 


00 

96 




1215 


00 

53 




1213 


00 

41 




1214 


01 

21 




907 


02 

05 




909 


02 

67 




827 


00 

46 

7 


- 90 

2927 


01 

83 




2926 


00 

67 




2925 


00 

53 




2924 


02 

71 




2888 



48 

8 

^IW 

TTTT'Tj-^- - 92 

7 



72 




8 



48 




2/408 



83 




6 



96 




2 



36 




5 



81 




2/407 



30 




4 



31 




3 



15 

9 

^WTT 

Tfpjf[TT3f - 128 

923 



00 




924 



92 




930 


01 

58 




932 

00 


37 
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TfpifW^- 128 

933 



04 




961 



35 




955 



50 




954 



22 




952 


01 

18 




951 



25 




979 



05 




981 



26 




982 



51 




983 



08 




989 


04 

17 




986 


00 

07 




988 


05 

39 




992 


00 

12 




993 


04 

14 




861 


00 

05 




860 


16 

10 




833 


03 

65 




834 


00 

74 




831 


03 

22 




835 


00 

66 




836 


00 

87 




830 


02 

88 




829 


04 

29 




827 


01 

95 




488 


04 

45 

10 

^PFIT 

3F3ft- 342 

1339 


00 

80 




1335 


04 

54 




1336 


01 

17 




1338 



95 




1341 



60 




1343 


00 

08 




1342 


02 

61 




1346 


04 

67 




1347 


00 

12 




1352 













5628 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 27, 2019/SRAVANA 5, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3 (ii)] 




3T3ft- 342 

1353 

00 

01 

14 




1351 

00 

03 

14 




2792 

00 

00 

59 




1350 

00 

00 

61 




2792/2954 

00 

02 

61 




2791 

00 

01 

88 




2794 

00 

03 

34 




2790/2927 

00 

02 

06 




2790/2928 

00 

01 

97 




2789 


00 

40 




2804 


02 





2805 


03 





2819 


00 

05 




2821 


01 

82 




2824 


00 

28 




2825 


01 

35 




2779 


02 

74 




2780 



13 




2776 



65 




2771 


01 

14 




2770 


03 

62 




2769 


00 

38 




2768 


04 

91 




2767 


03 

43 




2840 


00 

05 




2766 


00 

75 




2762 


02 

68 




2761 


00 

36 




2760 


01 

61 




2634 


16 

82 




2484 


01 

50 




2482 


02 

09 




2481 


01 

74 




2480 


04 

31 




2479 


01 

83 




2478 


00 

41 
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- 89 

714 

00 

01 

01 




712 


03 

42 




708 


02 

42 




684 


00 

73 




685 


01 

38 




686 


07 

52 




689 


00 

37 




690 


00 

73 




691 


00 

43 




673 


04 

86 




694 


00 

12 




672 


01 

93 




744 


00 

28 




745 


03 

53 




746 


01 

86 




743 


00 

23 




747 


01 

57 




757 


03 

17 




765 


01 

93 




764 


01 

15 




763 


02 

15 




762 


01 

36 




791 


05 

14 




787 


04 





786/1070 


04 

42 




781 


11 

50 




780 


04 

66 




776 


00 

05 




778 


06 

18 




777 


02 

79 




893 


02 

28 




895 


05 

93 




892 


00 

61 




894 


06 

05 




890 


01 

18 




897 


07 

15 
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- 86 

1703 

00 

03 

35 




1749 



20 




1206 


05 

83 




1072 



05 




1205 


03 

23 




1204 


03 

03 




1202 


02 

79 




1201 


03 

85 




1169 


03 

03 




1170 


03 

03 




1171 


03 

55 




1172 


03 

24 




1198 


00 

05 




1197 


04 

05 




1176 


03 

59 




1175 


00 

05 




978 


04 

93 




977 


02 

54 




976 


02 

48 




975 


01 

48 




974 


02 

12 




707 


08 

87 




708 


02 

09 




710 


05 

23 




712 


01 

66 




900 


01 

84 




901 


00 

21 




899 


01 

99 




735 


01 

38 




734 


00 

53 




733 


00 

57 




732 


01 

51 




738 


00 

32 




740 


01 

75 




739 


00 

49 




746 


01 

76 
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+ - 86 

110 

00 

00 





113 


07 

27 




12 


01 

67 




973 


00 

10 




88 


00 

10 

13 


- 87 

832 



45 




818 



62 




831 



12 




830 



80 




829 



29 




828 



32 




824 



15 




798 



84 




799 


01 

31 




800 


01 

20 




793 



15 

14 

^WTT 

T7FJT- 83 

904 


01 

15 




908 



37 




909 



82 




910 


01 

72 




911 



22 




912 



30 




913 



05 




919 



94 




921 


01 

36 




853 



05 




851 



50 




852 



29 




848 



61 




847 



24 




846/991 


00 

05 




843 


00 

98 




844 


02 

13 




842 


02 

48 




841 


02 

41 




840 



91 
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^3TT^T- 64 

292 

00 

02 

45 




297 

00 

06 

41 




299 

00 

04 

04 




299/4057 

00 

01 

67 




300 

00 

04 

09 




235 

00 

02 

30 




236 

00 

02 

84 




253 

00 

01 

44 




252 

00 

06 

66 




251 

00 

02 

78 




248 

00 

01 

44 




250 

00 

01 

23 




249 

00 

00 

83 




34 

00 

03 

46 




35 

00 

02 

79 




36/4095 

00 

01 

76 




36 

00 

02 

08 




38 

00 

02 

45 




39/4078 

00 

01 

39 




39 

00 

03 

26 




43 

00 

05 

54 




17 

00 

02 

98 




45 

00 

03 

58 




48 

00 

00 

56 




10 

00 

00 

97 




9 

00 

01 

90 




7 

00 

00 

22 




8 

00 

00 

46 

17 

1 

STTH7TT- 62 

1297 

00 

02 

69 




1290 


03 

19 




1291 


02 

19 




1293 


02 

31 




1292 


00 

26 




1225 


03 

06 




1226 


02 

06 




1223 


01 

18 

















5638 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 27, 2019/SRAVANA 5, 1941 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 




3TTH7TT- 62 

219 

00 

02 

34 




218 

00 

01 

03 




216 

00 

01 

85 




185 

00 

04 

76 




183/1424 

00 

01 

24 




183/1423 

00 

01 

07 




183/1425 

00 

00 

92 




183 


03 

70 




142 


01 

27 




141 



86 




140 


13 

64 




138 


02 

49 

18 

^WTT 

^TFft- 84 

1311 


01 

30 




1310 


04 

66 




1309 


03 

44 




1301 


12 

71 




1283 


05 

53 




1282 


01 

08 




1281 


03 

59 




1280 


03 

12 




1285 


02 

83 




1279 


05 

27 




1278 


04 

93 




1277 


00 

22 




1275 


03 

32 




1276 


00 

65 




601 


00 

29 




602 


01 

53 




605 


04 

62 




603 


01 

03 




604 


11 

25 




608 


00 

39 




610 


05 

33 




595 


04 

26 




596 


03 

55 




594 


01 

36 
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^TFft - 84 

194 

00 

00 

20 




584 


00 

20 

19 


^ - 61 

756 


02 

67 




755 


00 

92 




754 


00 

95 




753 


00 

97 




750 


01 

01 




749 


03 

65 




751 


00 

71 




747 


00 

38 




748 


03 

64 




707 


01 

33 




739/3345 


04 

53 




708 


01 

92 




708/3369 


01 

79 




738 


07 

33 




739 


03 

90 




733 


00 

48 




731 


01 

62 




730 


00 

06 




729 


05 





732 


00 

05 




728 


04 

27 




542 


09 

77 




541 


00 

07 




537 


02 

87 




536 


04 

26 




535 


02 

65 




525 


05 

93 




524 


00 

05 

20 

^ITIT 

«W'257 

619 


04 

56 




613 


01 

67 




614 


00 

21 




612 


04 

07 




611 



12 




529 


13 

87 
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^WTT 

.IW-257 

180 

00 

01 

85 




49 


02 

35 




50 


02 

47 




176 


00 

54 




175 


02 

16 




169 


01 

26 




174 


00 

09 




170 


03 





157 


00 

60 




171 


00 

23 




156 


02 

46 




152 


00 

79 




155 


01 

97 




154 


02 

43 




140 


00 

34 




141 


00 

51 




153 


00 

03 




142 


00 

50 




143 


02 

21 




127 


02 

17 




108 


03 





126 


00 





109 


03 

73 




111 


00 

17 




110 


01 

21 




113 


00 

90 




96 


07 

47 




98 


03 

04 




99 



89 




992 


01 

94 




993 


02 

00 




994 

00 

01 

19 




995 

00 

01 

36 
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iiW-257 

996 

00 

02 

71 




997 

00 

02 

71 




1002 

00 

02 

01 




1002/1220 

00 

01 

10 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/2/2019-3fr3TR-I/f-29478] 

3rFcPJ STT, 3T^T 


New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S. O. 1330. —Whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Petroleum Product from Paradip-Somnathpur-Haldiaa pipeline should be laid in State of Odisha by 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bimal Prasad Mohanty, Competent 
Authority, Paradip - Somnathpur - Haldia Product Pipeline Project, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipelines Division, 
Quarter No. B/2, Indian Oil Residential Colony, Meghadambaru, PO: Kuruda, Balasore-756056, Odisha. 


SCHEDULE 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited 

PROJECT : - PARADIP - SOMNATHPUR - HALDIA PIPELINE PROJECT 

SCHEDULE of 3(1) 

DISTRICT : 

BALASORE 



STATE: ODISHA 

SI. No. 

Name of Tehsil 

Name of Village 

Plot No. 

Area 

Hectare | Are | Sqm. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

1 

BAHANAGA 

PATIMUNDA - 249 

142 

00 

00 

92 




71 

00 

03 

87 




70 

00 

00 

05 




238 

00 

00 

85 




46 

00 

01 

33 




52 

00 

01 

92 




47 

00 

02 

49 




48 

00 

04 

54 




5 

00 

03 

11 




4 

00 

02 

64 

2 

BAHANAGA 

DIANPAHI - 252 

219 

00 

02 

83 




220 

00 

03 

93 




217 

00 

00 

05 




216 

00 

06 

82 




223 

00 

05 

31 




209 

00 

00 

32 




207 

00 

02 

48 




206 

00 

04 

17 




205 

00 

02 

90 
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BAHANAGA 

DIANPAHI - 252 

204 

00 

02 

87 




200 

00 

03 

08 




201 

00 

00 

43 




199 

00 

06 

19 




154 

00 

06 

99 




153 

00 

04 

48 




152 

00 

02 

42 




151 

00 

00 

20 




1 

00 

00 

74 

3 

BAHANAGA 

BALIKITIRAN - 253 

770 

00 

01 

03 




769 

00 

00 

80 




581 

00 

01 

67 




584 

00 

02 

51 




585 

00 

02 

88 




590 

00 

04 

31 




591 

00 

03 

37 




594 

00 

03 

98 




593 

00 

00 

46 




596 

00 

03 

46 




598 

00 

02 

07 




600 

00 

01 

67 




607 

00 

06 

31 




606 

00 

01 

03 




605 

00 

01 

97 




470 

00 

03 

51 




454 

00 

06 

46 




455 

00 

03 

34 




456 

00 

00 

88 




457 

00 

02 

24 




458/797 

00 

00 

64 




460 

00 

01 

61 




438 

00 

00 

18 




436 

00 

05 

56 




434 

00 

01 

31 




305 

00 

00 

61 




345 

00 

01 

14 




346 

00 

07 

12 




347 

00 

00 

18 




348 

00 

01 

08 




349 

00 

00 

91 




603 

00 

00 

20 

4 

BAHANAGA 

CHHATUBATI - 255 

141 

00 

00 

81 




169 

00 

00 

57 




294 

00 


03 




290 

00 


96 




295 

00 

00 

43 




289 

00 

10 

37 




285 

00 


86 




286 

00 

01 

54 




283 

00 

00 

08 




284 

00 

12 

67 




223 

00 

00 

75 




276 

00 


25 




275 

00 

01 

46 




272 

00 

01 

77 




274 

00 


35 




273 

00 


41 




267 

00 


88 




268 

00 

00 

05 




262 

00 


56 
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BAHANAGA 

CHHATUBATI - 255 

263 

00 

00 

06 




260 

00 

02 

39 




256 

00 

00 

05 




257 

00 

04 

14 




258 

00 

02 

26 

5 

BAHANAGA 

JHADATA - 88 

626 

00 

00 

46 




627 

00 

01 

36 




633 

00 

00 

84 




634 

00 

00 

76 




635 

00 

00 

55 




637 

00 

07 

99 




638 

00 

01 

22 




640 

00 

01 

21 




639 

00 

07 

98 




645 

00 

03 

60 

6 

BAHANAGA 

PORADIHA - 258 

1234 

00 

02 

18 




1237 

00 

01 

06 




1236 

00 

01 

08 




1241 

00 

00 

55 




1240 

00 

02 

11 




1239 

00 

00 

10 




1244 

00 

01 

97 




1223 

00 

02 

34 




1222 

00 

00 

22 




1208 

00 

02 

89 




1217 

00 

01 

25 




1216 

00 

00 

96 




1215 

00 

00 

53 




1213 

00 

00 

41 




1214 

00 

01 

21 




907 

00 

02 

05 




909 

00 

02 

67 




827 

00 

00 

46 

7 

BAHANAGA 

SAHASPURA - 90 

2927 

00 

01 

83 




2926 

00 

00 

67 




2925 

00 

00 

53 




2924 

00 

02 

71 




2888 

00 

00 

48 

8 

BAHANAGA 

RANABHANJPUR - 92 

7 

00 

00 

72 




8 

00 

01 

48 




2/408 

00 

00 

83 




6 

00 

04 

96 




2 

00 

01 

36 




5 

00 

01 

81 




2/407 

00 

01 

30 




4 

00 

01 

31 




3 

00 

00 

15 

9 

BAHANAGA 

RAHANIGANJA -128 

923 

00 

02 

00 




924 

00 

03 

92 




930 

00 

01 

58 




932 

00 

06 

37 




933 

00 

02 

04 




961 

00 

02 

35 




955 

00 

05 

50 




954 

00 

05 

22 




952 

00 

01 

18 




951 

00 

07 

25 




979 

00 

00 

05 




981 

00 

03 

26 




982 

00 

02 

51 
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BAHANAGA 

RAHANIGANJA -128 

983 

00 

02 

08 




989 

00 

04 

17 




986 

00 

00 

07 




988 

00 

05 

39 




992 

00 

00 

12 




993 

00 

04 

14 




861 

00 

00 

05 




860 

00 

16 

10 




833 

00 

03 

65 




834 

00 

00 

74 




831 

00 

03 

22 




835 

00 

00 

66 




836 

00 

00 

87 




830 

00 

02 

88 




829 

00 

04 

29 




827 

00 

01 

95 




488 

00 

04 

45 

10 

BAHANAGA 

ANJI - 342 

1339 

00 

00 

80 




1335 

00 

04 

54 




1336 

00 

01 

17 




1338 

00 

03 

95 




1341 

00 

06 

60 




1343 

00 

00 

08 




1342 

00 

02 

61 




1346 

00 

04 

67 




1347 

00 

00 

12 




1352 

00 

03 

40 




1353 

00 

01 

14 




1351 

00 

03 

14 




2792 

00 

00 

59 




1350 

00 

00 

61 




2792/2954 

00 

02 

61 




2791 

00 

01 

88 




2794 

00 

03 

34 




2790/2927 

00 

02 

06 




2790/2928 

00 

01 

97 




2789 

00 

00 

40 




2804 

00 

02 

01 




2805 

00 

03 

49 




2819 

00 

00 

05 




2821 

00 

01 

82 




2824 

00 

00 

28 




2825 

00 

01 

35 




2779 

00 

02 

74 




2780 

00 

00 

13 




2776 

00 

01 

65 




2771 

00 

01 

14 




2770 

00 

03 

62 




2769 

00 

00 

38 




2768 

00 


91 




2767 

00 

03 

43 




2840 

00 

00 

05 




2766 

00 

00 

75 




2762 

00 

02 

68 




2761 

00 

00 

36 




2760 

00 

01 

61 




2634 

00 

16 

82 




2484 

00 

01 

50 




2482 

00 

02 

09 




2481 

00 

01 

74 
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BAHANAGA 

ANJI - 342 

2480 



31 




2479 


01 

83 




2478 


00 

41 




2463 



16 




2467 


00 

94 




2465 


00 

13 




2466 


00 

72 




2464 



34 




2412 


00 

05 




2413 


00 

49 




2414 



31 




2408 


01 

21 




2405 


01 

19 




2407 


01 

80 




2406 


01 

43 




2383 



56 




2382 


01 

28 




2381 



99 




2368 



48 




2339 


01 

89 




2340 



85 




2356 



05 




2341 



95 




2341/2941 



44 




2349 


01 

02 




2355 


01 

53 




2352 


08 

17 




2351 


00 

33 




2245 



75 




2243 


00 

05 




2242 



48 




2235 


00 

03 




2238 



73 




2237 



89 




2236 



09 




2483 


00 

20 




2353 


00 

20 

11 

BAHANAGA 

KANHEIOGALPUR - 89 

677 


01 

94 




713 



43 




714 


01 

01 




712 



42 




708 



42 




684 


00 

73 




685 


01 

38 




686 


07 

52 




689 


00 

37 




690 


00 

73 




691 


00 

43 




673 



86 




694 


00 

12 




672 


01 

93 




744 


00 

28 




745 



53 




746 


01 

86 




743 



23 




747 


01 

57 




757 



17 




765 


01 

93 




764 


01 

15 




763 



15 
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BAHANAGA 

KANHEIOGALPUR - 89 

762 

00 

01 

36 




791 

00 

05 

14 




787 

00 

04 

09 




786/1070 

00 

04 

42 




781 

00 

11 

50 




780 

00 

04 

66 




776 

00 

00 

05 




778 

00 

06 

18 




777 

00 

02 

79 




893 

00 

02 

28 




895 

00 

05 

93 




892 

00 

00 

61 




894 

00 

06 

05 




890 

00 

01 

18 




897 

00 

07 

15 




898 

00 

00 

42 




899 

00 

03 

14 




900 

00 

02 

09 




914 

00 

05 

06 




913 

00 

03 

83 




908 

00 

05 

69 




909 

00 

00 

91 




940 

00 

01 

70 




907 

00 

03 

30 




941 

00 

06 

12 




942 

00 

00 

69 

12 

BAHANAGA 

KARANJABINDHA - 86 

1855 

00 

00 

76 




1852 

00 

00 

99 




1854/1945 

00 

00 

82 




1854 

00 


02 




1853 

00 


51 




1849 

00 

00 

06 




1847 

00 

01 

89 




1848 

00 


01 




1759 

00 

07 

62 




1760 

00 


80 




1761 

00 


05 




1747 

00 

00 

05 




1748 

00 


44 




1746 

00 


22 




1744 

00 

00 

94 




1743 

00 

01 

04 




1742 

00 


75 




1689 

00 

07 

15 




1692 

00 

07 

01 




1691 

00 


31 




1695 

00 

01 

36 




1696 

00 

00 

90 




1697 

00 

00 

25 




1698 

00 

00 

99 




1702 

00 


39 




1703 

00 


35 




1749 

00 

00 

20 




1206 

00 


83 




1072 

00 

00 

05 




1205 

00 


23 




1204 

00 


03 




1202 

00 


79 




1201 

00 


85 




1169 

00 


03 
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BAHANAGA 

KARANJABINDHA - 86 

107 

00 

15 

17 




108 

00 

02 

49 




109/1994 

00 

02 

39 




110 

00 

00 

05 




113 

00 

07 

27 




12 

00 

01 

67 




973 

00 

00 

10 




88 

00 

00 

10 

13 

BAHANAGA 

DOLPUR - 87 

832 

00 

05 

45 




818 

00 

00 

62 




831 

00 

03 

12 




830 

00 

05 

80 




829 

00 

05 

29 




828 

00 

03 

32 




824 

00 

09 

15 




798 

00 

02 

84 




799 

00 

01 

31 




800 

00 

01 

20 




793 

00 

00 

15 

14 

BAHANAGA 

FATEPUR - 83 

904 

00 

01 

15 




908 

00 

04 

37 




909 

00 

02 

82 




910 

00 

01 

72 




911 

00 

02 

22 




912 

00 

03 

30 




913 

00 

00 

05 




919 

00 

02 

94 




921 

00 

01 

36 




853 

00 

00 

05 




851 

00 

04 

50 




852 

00 

00 

29 




848 

00 

02 

61 




847 

00 

03 

24 




846/991 

00 

00 

05 




843 

00 

00 

98 




844 

00 

02 

13 




842 

00 

02 

48 




841 

00 

02 

41 




840 

00 

01 

91 




832 

00 

00 

94 




830 

00 

05 

39 




829 

00 

00 

73 




827 

00 

05 

77 




824 

00 

00 

89 




823 

00 

00 

31 




820 

00 

00 

20 

15 

BAHANAGA 

NARANABAR - 60 

1367 

00 

07 

48 




1382 

00 

00 

59 




1381 

00 

00 

51 




1368 

00 

00 

48 




1379 

00 

01 

14 




1378 

00 

01 

12 




1369 

00 

00 

05 




1377 

00 

04 

61 




1387 

00 

08 

76 




1375 

00 

03 

25 




1392 

00 

00 

75 

16 

BAHANAGA 

NUAPUR - 64 

1178 

00 

06 

82 




1185 



51 




1186 



29 
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BAHANAGA 

NUAPUR - 64 

1187 


01 

32 




1172 



10 




1168 


01 

04 




1166 


00 

05 




1169 


00 

33 




1167 


01 

63 




1120 


00 

60 




1119 


10 

66 




1126 



08 




1131 



67 




1132 



40 




1111 


01 

84 




1108 


01 

87 




1107 



45 




1106 


01 

63 




292 



45 




297 



41 




299 



04 




299/4057 


01 

67 




300 



09 




235 



30 




236 



84 




253 


01 

44 




252 



66 




251 



78 




248 


01 

44 




250 


01 

23 




249 


00 

83 




34 



46 




35 



79 




36/4095 


01 

76 




36 



08 




38 



45 




39/4078 


01 

39 




39 



26 




43 



54 




17 



98 




45 



58 




48 


00 

56 




10 


00 

97 




9 


01 

90 




7 


00 

22 




8 


00 

46 

17 

BAHANAGA 

SALAGAN - 62 

1297 



69 




1290 



19 




1291 



19 




1293 



31 




1292 


00 

26 




1225 



06 




1226 



06 




1223 


01 

18 




1222 


01 

80 




1221 



84 




1203 


19 

90 




1196 


00 

65 




1201 



33 




1199 



26 




1160 



64 




1200 


00 

72 




484 


01 

07 
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BAHANAGA 

SALAGAN - 62 

485 

00 

01 

39 




483 

00 

00 

23 




474 

00 

01 

25 




475 

00 

01 

17 




473 

00 

05 

07 




429 

00 

00 

08 




472 

00 

01 

10 




465 

00 

00 

75 




430 

00 

00 

90 




464 

00 

01 

39 




431 

00 

00 

90 




432 

00 

00 

63 




463 

00 

03 

37 




437 

00 

06 

56 




438 

00 

01 

99 




439 

00 

02 

58 




440 

00 

02 

82 




399 

00 

04 

91 




400 

00 

02 

24 




401 

00 

01 

99 




232 

00 

07 

86 




234 

00 

00 

90 




233 

00 

00 

82 




226 

00 

07 

17 




225 

00 

01 

97 




224 

00 

01 

65 




222 

00 

01 

80 




219 

00 

02 

34 




218 

00 

01 

03 




216 

00 

01 

85 




185 

00 

04 

76 




183/1424 

00 

01 

24 




183/1423 

00 

01 

07 




183/1425 

00 

00 

92 




183 

00 

03 

70 




142 

00 

01 

27 




141 

00 

07 

86 




140 

00 

13 

64 




138 

00 

02 

49 

18 

BAHANAGA 

KALYANI - 84 

1311 

00 

01 

30 




1310 

00 


66 




1309 

00 


44 




1301 

00 

12 

71 




1283 

00 


53 




1282 

00 

01 

08 




1281 

00 


59 




1280 

00 


12 




1285 

00 


83 




1279 

00 


27 




1278 

00 


93 




1277 

00 

00 

22 




1275 

00 


32 




1276 

00 

00 

65 




601 

00 

00 

29 




602 

00 

01 

53 




605 

00 


62 




603 

00 

01 

03 




604 

00 

11 

25 




608 

00 

00 

39 




610 

00 


33 
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BAHANAGA 

KALYANI - 84 

595 


04 

26 




596 


03 

55 




594 


01 

36 




593 


06 

20 




585 


01 

29 




586 


04 

02 




414 


14 

61 




417 


09 

30 




416 


02 

02 




415 


02 

38 




400 


01 

11 




399 


01 

27 




394 


01 

41 




393 


00 

80 




396 


01 

63 




384 


00 

47 




385 


04 

69 




372 


02 

90 




373 


02 

02 




374 


01 

77 




375 


01 

89 




198 


02 

70 




197 


01 

64 




196 


02 

37 




195 


02 

38 




161 


03 

69 




160 


03 

52 




159 


03 

21 




156 


05 

74 




155 


01 

10 




83 


00 

50 




82 


00 

99 




81 


00 

49 




34 


02 

45 




35 


02 

15 




32 


00 

24 




31 


02 

18 




29 


06 

50 




376 


00 

20 




194 


00 

20 




584 


00 

20 

19 

BAHANAGA 

ODSHAL - 61 

756 


02 

67 




755 


00 

92 




754 


00 

95 




753 


00 

97 




750 


01 

01 




749 


03 

65 




751 


00 

71 




747 


00 

38 




748 


03 

64 




707 


01 

33 




739/3345 


04 

53 




708 


01 

92 




708/3369 


01 

79 




738 


07 

33 




739 


03 

90 




733 


00 

48 




731 


01 

62 




730 


00 

06 




729 


05 

03 
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BAHANAGA 

ODSHAL - 61 

732 

00 

00 

05 




728 

00 

04 

27 




542 

00 

09 

77 




541 

00 

00 

07 




537 

00 

02 

87 




536 

00 

04 

26 




535 

00 

02 

65 




525 

00 

05 

93 




524 

00 

00 

05 

20 

BAHANAGA 

BRAHMAPUR - 257 

619 

00 

04 

56 




613 

00 

01 

67 




614 

00 

00 

21 




612 

00 

04 

07 




611 

00 

00 

12 




529 

00 

13 

87 




528 

00 

03 

81 




525 

00 

02 

79 




527 

00 

02 

19 




468 

00 

14 

96 




526 

00 

00 

28 




464 

00 

03 

33 




465 

00 

02 

18 




411 

00 

08 

37 




406 

00 

08 

11 




403 

00 

02 

44 




402 

00 

02 

82 




401 

00 

00 

42 




395 

00 

03 

05 




319 

00 

06 

16 




358 

00 

02 

56 




357 

00 

02 

29 




327 

00 

00 

35 




356 

00 

00 

14 




356/1245 

00 

03 

83 




328 

00 

00 

55 




331 

00 

00 

06 




330 

00 


46 




332 

00 


37 




333 

00 

00 

05 




335 

00 

01 

38 




334 

00 

01 

44 




337 

00 


99 




206 

00 

00 

91 




336 

00 

00 

05 




199 

00 

00 

76 




200 

00 

00 

78 




198 

00 

00 

61 




197 

00 

01 

43 




180 

00 

01 

85 




49 

00 


35 




50 

00 


47 




176 

00 

00 

54 




175 

00 


16 




169 

00 

01 

26 




174 

00 

00 

09 




170 

00 


49 




157 

00 

00 

60 




171 

00 

00 

23 




156 

00 


46 




152 

00 

00 

79 
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BAHANAGA 

BRAHMAPUR - 257 

155 

00 

01 

97 




154 

00 

02 

43 




140 

00 

00 

34 




141 

00 

00 

51 




153 

00 

00 

03 




142 

00 

00 

50 




143 

00 

02 

21 




127 

00 

02 

17 




108 

00 

03 

09 




126 

00 

00 

05 




109 

00 

03 

73 




111 

00 

00 

17 




110 

00 

01 

21 




113 

00 

00 

90 




96 

00 

07 

47 




98 

00 

03 

04 




99 

00 

00 

89 




992 

00 

01 

94 




993 

00 

02 

00 




994 

00 

01 

19 




995 

00 

01 

36 




996 

00 

02 

71 




997 

00 

02 

71 




1002 

00 

02 

01 




1002/1220 

00 

01 

10 


[F. No. R-11025( 11 )/2/2019-OR-I/E-29478] 
SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


Tf Rwfi, 11 '5^rrf, 2019 

*FT. 3R. 1331 .— Ft#FT -HUFF % 4+Pd T ^ 3TTTFUF ffrlT | f% T?FTT Tim T TFFffT- 
% yPlPF-W dcMKl % % Pm; 3ffw + iyTPFT Pi fa id % IFF TTTTTTcTT 

fawt ^nfat -ufaui 

3frr T^pT TF + K TT Tpft fa^fa % ypNH T Prrr Tf 3TTTFUF t4t fFTT t f% nfaT 'Jffar T 4t TFT 

39144 31^4 T TppT t 4P" PFI# TtF fawt ^Ff TT 7FTFT f iMpMI % 3TfaFFTT 3T3pT f%TT TTTI 

3Tri: 3 tt t^ft -huff ttiPFtr 3#r t^PPf ttttftttt c^ffa fttPt % sPSuftt 3ttPt) 3rf4PPrr 1962 (1962 

TT 50) # STITT 3 # TWTTT (1) 1TTTT TTtT ^if^F^ff TT TRpT TT?T |TT 3TT 'ijfa- % TWFT P 3TpfTTT 3R3pT TTp % 
3TTT 3TT3FT # falMUn sfrufr tl 

Ttf ^tPfPtttf 3fj*[4 t tPPt^ jfar 4 Pdd4 t 4 Pfttt tt tPPjttt 4 tttt% # 

tPPtt tttstttft tttt tT ttttst tf fr tt 4 t ^jPr f^r % 4 Ptt ijfar % 4% rttwtftt fa^iu tft % Prrr 
TTfaf twi T 3tPufr 3fPt P *ptf?t t 4t Ptft ttit w4r, tsft TTpfTTfr, y i J 1 4 y-4 h d i tj^-tPPtt 
TTTTT TTTTFTTT yiP-THdl, tfpR 3TpTT TTTpFFT Plfaid TTTWrfT TTFT, fpnr WTT 4/2, tfpR 3TpTT 
31M|4 t + l44faddFF, TFT TFFT: fTTT, TFTPTF - 756056 (Ttf^F) Tf Plfaid ^ t \ 3Tt4t Pt 4FTTI 
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3IFET ^i'h'PaET Plftis 

mki<0m hR4W*it 

3(1)31^-41 






sF.tf 


^rN" tt TUT 


srf^'uQd sld'+iH 

d$*1M TT TDT 

fTT^T ><11(1 

l+i-SR M4< c(44)d< 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 



mm 

1 

t^u 

- 307 

11 

00 

03 

82 




12 

00 

00 





13 

00 

05 

18 




13/80 

00 

03 

74 




5 

00 

02 





4/63 

00 

01 

88 




4 

00 

02 





2/69 

00 

00 

49 




3 

00 

01 





3/71 

00 

01 





16 

00 

00 





17 

00 

00 


2 

"OfTT 

^TJTCPPJT - 45 

263 

00 

02 

41 




319 

00 

05 





321 

00 

01 





318 

00 

02 

01 




308 

00 

07 





317 

00 

00 





313 

00 

10 

11 




311 

00 

00 





309 

00 

07 





285 

00 






299 

00 

00 





298 

00 

07 

98 




293 

00 

02 





292 

00 

02 


3 

t^u 

%T- 301 

2566 

00 

02 

71 




2567 

00 

04 

14 




2571 

00 

01 

19 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 

4 

TTpIT 

^ r *rTf^n - 304 

1359 

00 

12 

55 




1360 

00 

03 

54 




1358 

00 

01 

63 




1355 

00 

00 

02 




1357 

00 

00 

20 




1354 

00 

05 

21 




1364 

00 

00 

46 




1368 

00 

01 

04 




1369 

00 

01 

16 




1368/2637 

00 

02 

39 




1421 

00 

02 

35 




1422 

00 

00 

10 




1425 

00 

00 

64 




1426 

00 

02 

30 




1428 

00 

02 

38 




1430 

00 

01 

10 




1431 

00 

00 

89 




1432 

00 

03 

22 




1436 

00 

00 

39 




1513 

00 

00 

64 




1512 

00 

03 

08 




1512/2620 

00 

00 

20 




1510 

00 

02 

81 




1509/2621 

00 

00 

06 




1509 

00 

02 

95 




1501 

00 

00 

50 




1502 

00 

02 

48 




1502/2549 

00 

01 

14 




1503 

00 

00 

17 




1500 

00 

03 

80 




1499/2585 

00 

00 

75 




1498 

00 

01 





1497 

00 

03 

28 




1494 

00 

04 





1496 

00 

00 

08 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


TTpIT 

Tff%3TPTf|-3TT - 306 

114 

00 

04 

03 




123 

00 

03 

57 




172 

00 

03 

83 




171 

00 

00 

17 




185/214 

00 

02 

91 




170 

00 

01 

86 




163 

00 

02 

72 




162 

00 

00 

65 




160 

00 

02 

40 




161 

00 

00 

04 




159 

00 

00 

38 




157 

00 

02 

32 




155 

00 

02 

35 




136 

00 

02 

15 




138 

00 

02 

13 




97 

00 

02 

55 




96 

00 

03 

27 




31 

00 

00 

50 




95 

00 

01 

19 




93 

00 

02 

13 




92 

00 

01 

77 




34 

00 

02 

44 




35 

00 

02 

50 




60 

00 

05 

14 




59 

00 

01 

28 




37 

00 

01 

09 




44 

00 

02 

34 




46 

00 

03 

50 

6 


#SFT - 308 

1970 

00 

00 

98 




1943 

00 

06 

41 




1942 

00 

03 

37 




1941 

00 

00 

08 




1940 

00 

04 

72 




1912/4911 

00 

02 

18 




1912 



95 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 7 ) 


TFpTT 

- 284 

809 

00 

01 

21 




847 

00 

00 

63 




852 

00 

06 

93 




851 

00 

00 

68 




850 

00 

00 

04 




870 

00 

11 

08 




869 

00 

00 

04 




868/4745 

00 

01 

81 




868 

00 

00 

47 




864/4812 

00 

01 

47 




864/4813 

00 

03 

22 


[TT. t. 3TR-11025(11 )/2/2019-%3iR-l/f-29478] 

STEtEJ STT, 3T^T 


New Delhi, the 11 th July, 2019 

S. O. 1331. —Whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of Petroleum Product from Paradip-Somnathpur -Haldia a pipeline should be laid in State of Odisha by 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 


And whereas, it appears to the Indian Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 


Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Bimal Prasad Mohanty, Competent 
Authority, Paradip - Somnathpur - Haldia Product Pipeline Project, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Pipelines Division, 
Quarter No. B/2, Indian Oil Residential Colony, Meghadambaru, PO: Kuruda, Balasore-756056, Odisha. 


Indian Oil Corporation Limited 


PROJECT : - PARADIP - SOMNATHPUR - HALDIA PIPELINE PROJECT 


SCHEDULE of 3(1) 


DISTRICT : 
SI. No. 


BALASORE 
Name of Tehsil 


STATE: ODISHA 


Name of Village 


Survey No. 


Area 


Hectare 


Are 


Sqm. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

1 

REMUNA 

CHAKSRIRAMPUR - 307 

11 

00 

03 

82 




12 

00 

00 

30 




13 

00 

05 

18 




13/80 

00 

03 

74 




5 

00 

02 

90 




4/63 

00 

01 

88 




4 

00 

02 

96 




2/69 

00 

00 

49 




3 

00 

01 

82 




3/71 

00 

01 

12 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


REMUNA 

GAMBHARIA - 304 

1354 

00 

05 

21 




1364 

00 

00 

46 




1368 

00 

01 

04 




1369 

00 

01 

16 




1368/2637 

00 

02 

39 




1421 

00 

02 

35 




1422 

00 

00 

10 




1425 

00 

00 

64 




1426 

00 

02 

30 




1428 

00 

02 

38 




1430 

00 

01 

10 




1431 

00 

00 

89 




1432 

00 

03 

22 




1436 

00 

00 

39 




1513 

00 

00 

64 




1512 

00 

03 

08 




1512/2620 

00 

00 

20 




1510 

00 

02 

81 




1509/2621 

00 

00 

06 




1509 

00 

02 

95 




1501 

00 

00 

50 




1502 

00 

02 

48 




1502/2549 

00 

01 

14 




1503 

00 

00 

17 




1500 

00 

03 

80 




1499/2585 

00 

00 

75 




1498 

00 

01 

99 




1497 

00 

03 

28 




1494 

00 

04 

56 




1496 

00 

00 

08 




1495 

00 

01 

14 




1488 

00 

00 

04 




1604 

00 

02 

25 




1701 

00 

01 

29 




1616 

00 

00 

91 




1699 

00 

00 

75 




1700 

00 

00 

02 




1617 

00 

00 

37 




1698 

00 

05 

84 




1619 

00 

01 

00 




1620 

00 

01 

39 




1623 

00 

03 

03 




1624 

00 

01 

81 




1666 

00 

03 

76 




1667 

00 

00 

19 




1665 

00 

00 

43 




1668 

00 

01 

34 




1663 

00 

01 

44 




1662 

00 

03 

23 




1657 

00 

01 

94 




1651 

00 

03 

27 




1650 

00 

04 

18 




1649 

00 

03 

48 




1647 

00 

00 

66 




2495 

00 

00 

44 




2501 

00 

01 

72 




2502 

00 

02 

91 




2503 

00 

01 

48 




2504 

00 

01 

53 
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5665 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


MOM 

(7) 


REMUNA 

GAMBHARIA - 304 

2505 


02 

93 




2477/2617 


00 

16 




2477 


00 

40 

5 

REMUNA 

RAHANIAGADIA - 306 

120 


00 

81 




121 


00 

87 




119 


02 

92 




114 


04 

03 




123 


03 

57 




172 


03 

83 




171 


00 

17 




185/214 


02 

91 




170 


01 

86 




163 


02 

72 




162 


00 

65 




160 


02 

40 




161 


00 

04 




159 


00 

38 




157 


02 

32 




155 


02 

35 




136 


02 

15 




138 


02 

13 




97 


02 

55 




96 


03 

27 




31 


00 

50 




95 


01 

19 




93 


02 

13 




92 


01 

77 




34 


02 

44 




35 


02 

50 




60 


05 

14 




59 


01 

28 




37 


01 

09 




44 


02 

34 




46 


03 

50 

6 

REMUNA 

SRIJANG - 308 

1970 


00 

98 




1943 


06 

41 




1942 


03 

37 




1941 


00 

08 




1940 


04 

72 




1912/4911 


02 

18 




1912 


03 

95 




1912/4910 


01 

75 




1912/4909 


01 

24 




1908/5358 


00 

55 




1907 


00 

66 




1908 


04 

69 




1903 


00 

20 




1904 


02 

74 




1901 


04 

12 




1898 


04 

05 




1849 


04 

80 




1848 


04 

41 




1798 


10 

02 




1797 


00 

50 




1796 


04 

44 




1795 


04 

68 




1794 


10 

62 




1726 


01 

60 




1852 


00 

20 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 


REMUNA 

SRIJANG - 308 

1792/4944 

00 

00 

20 

7 

REMUNA 

TUNDRA - 284 

776 

00 

01 

40 




777 

00 

00 

78 




779 

00 

01 

01 




781 

00 

02 

20 




781/5453 

00 

00 

11 




783 

00 

01 

05 




784 

00 

01 

10 




786 

00 

02 

27 




819 

00 

01 

64 




818 

00 

03 

04 




816 

00 

06 

25 




815 

00 

06 

48 




813 

00 

02 

89 




812 

00 

01 

83 




811 

00 

00 

20 




810 

00 

02 

22 




809 

00 

01 

21 




847 

00 

00 

63 




852 

00 

06 

93 




851 

00 

00 

68 




850 

00 

00 

04 




870 

00 

11 

08 




869 

00 

00 

04 




868/4745 

00 

01 

81 




868 

00 

00 

47 




864/4812 

00 

01 

47 




864/4813 

00 

03 

22 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/2/2019-OR-I/E-29478] 
SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


Ef fMft, 22 2019 

^T. 3TT. 1332.—kM fK+K ET EHT Me fEE % 1% M f^cT E Ef 3TTEEEE ^ M % mIMe % 
M) WE TTTTpTTTTT, fdMT-EMt ETWTTW fMw MMlET % E^T, MET WET EW if Mw E f%R 
TM Tf WEft TEE, Mw 3jfw MMET fMM TET ETWTTW fMf Mt Ell^U; 

M MPT fK+K kt Mr EEEETTW f%M % 9 4 NH % fM Elf 3TTWW Me Mt t f% W M E f%M 
Mr 771 ETWTTW fMf M ET 9HI4 | M ET W MtJWT % Mr Wpfff E MET t, 7#1 % 
MEET ET Mr f%ET TW ; 

W: W, EMt WEK, 1#™ M Me ETEEETW E wM % MEET EE M) MMe, 1962 
(1962 EE 50) # SETT 3 f% EE STTTT (1) ?ET KT MM EE M EW fE, W M E TTEFT % MEET EE 

Mr Mr % Mr sir w ^r Ttw eM |; 

M Me, eT ete si^kT E Met M E fMs w etM ff kw, ette k ew e eet eeeM w 
Mtiwt # Met etsttw wet kr eewst eet fr Mr t, Me M k wet, M e Mr etwetw 
Mte ete E5 eeM % Meet k Mr % fM, kr Meete ww, este MeMt, tfM Me etMw 
fMM, ffM i - Mr ttwettw Meet mP 4net, fr M, m ?frw ee, &rM |M M , 
Mr Me, Mr" 713216, fM- Met ewet (Met wet) kr krfM w e #t ee Me i 




[*1FT II—TsP^ 3(ii)] 


•TO ^7 : ^frTrf 27, 2019/31^ 5, 1941 


5667 


3)^ 


Phi : 4k ^ 


< 1*4 : 

l rf^TR' «FI M 



«TRT 

^'T'TFT 



<Tq H<-«K 

^<&4< 

T^IT 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

=n<H 

^W[T- 110 

286 

00 

03 

23 


288 

00 

02 

87 


539/883 

00 

00 

20 

twTWWIT 

4NMH4< - 132 

140 

00 

04 

74 


128 

00 

01 

41 


128/2417 

00 

06 

45 


117 

00 

08 

16 


120 

00 

00 

20 


121 

00 

04 

28 


113 

00 

06 

15 


111 

00 

00 

95 


109 

00 

04 

94 


101 

00 

00 

20 


109/2415 

00 

03 

78 


102 

00 

07 

61 


98 

00 

06 

04 


91 

00 

01 

09 


92 

00 

00 

25 


97 

00 

01 

68 


90 

00 

00 

79 


89 

00 

01 

15 


84 

00 

04 

87 


39/2403 

00 

07 

22 


41 

00 

00 

20 


46 

00 

02 

69 


43 

00 

08 

44 


8/2402 

00 

03 

73 


39 

00 

06 

56 


42 

00 

03 

24 


44 

00 

00 

20 


TTWTT - 130 

903 

00 

00 

72 


984 

00 

03 

82 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

^c'C'IBTM K 

mpLJKI - 106 

1657 

00 

01 

65 

^TTR^T 

TRnTTR - 168 

2590 

00 

01 

84 



2591 

00 

02 

28 



2589 

00 

00 

20 



2588 

00 

04 

14 



2587 

00 

00 

79 

^ttrpjt 

Tf^^rPJT- 111 

1383 

00 

04 

17 

^TR^T 

iffrErnTn? - 25 

205 

00 

01 

49 

^TRJT 

fTTf^RT - 27 

77 

00 

07 

10 

ipnT3FjT 

’jW'JT- 3 

520 

00 

00 

20 

TOR 

7 

414 

00 

01 

27 



37 

00 

03 

10 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/22/2018-%3iR-l/f-27779] 

?TEtI^ SIT, 3T^T 


New Delhi, the 22 nd July, 2019 


S. O. 1332.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of crude oil, a pipeline from Haldia in the state of West Bengal to Barauni in the State of Bihar under 
Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Biswanath Samajder, Competent 
Authority. Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, The Legend, 2 nd & 3 rd Floor, Sahid 
Khudiram Sarani, City Centre, Durgapur - 713216, Dist. Pashchim Burdwan (West Bengal). 


SCHEDULE 


1 District : Birbhum 


State : West Bengal 




Area 

Police Station 

Name of Mouza 

Survey No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 


I <rn 

1 (2) 

I (3) 

i (4) 

1 (5) 

I (6) I 

Bolpur 

Chandanpur- 110 

3112 

00 

05 

49 



1208 

00 

04 

88 



1201 

00 

02 

55 






[TO II—TO? 3(ii)]_TO/T TfTOT : 27, 2019/3ITTO 5, 1941_5669 


1 (1) 1 

(2) 

1 (3) i 

(4) 

1 (5) 

1 (6) i 

Illambazar 

Gopalnagar - 132 

140 

00 

04 

74 



128 

00 

01 

41 



128/2417 

00 

06 

45 



117 

00 

08 

16 



120 

00 

00 

20 



121 

00 

04 

28 



113 

00 

06 

15 



111 

00 

00 

95 



109 

00 

04 

94 



101 

00 

00 

20 



109/2415 

00 

03 

78 



102 

00 

07 

61 



98 

00 

06 

04 



91 

00 

01 

09 



92 

00 

00 

25 



97 

00 

01 

68 



90 

00 

00 

79 



89 

00 

01 

15 



84 

00 

04 

87 



39/2403 

00 

07 

22 



41 

00 

00 

20 



46 

00 

02 

69 



43 

00 

08 

44 



8/2402 

00 

03 

73 



39 

00 

06 

56 



42 

00 

03 

24 



44 

00 

00 

20 

Illambazar 

Ramnagar - 130 

903 

00 

00 

60 



984 

00 

03 

82 

Illambazar 

Pachiara - 106 

1657 

00 

01 

65 

Dubrajpur 

Pachiara - 168 

2590 

00 

01 

84 



2591 

00 

02 

28 



2589 

00 

00 

20 



2588 

00 

04 

14 



2587 

00 

00 

79 

Dubrajpur 

Panditpur - 111 

1383 

00 

04 

17 

Dubrajpur 

Hosenabad - 25 

205 

00 

01 

49 

Dubrajpur 

Harulia - 27 

77 

00 

07 

10 

Dubrajpur 

Punglapur - 3 

520 

00 

00 

20 

Khayrasol 

Kenduakuri - 7 

414 

00 

01 

27 



37 

00 

03 

10 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/22/2018-OR-I/E-27779] 


SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


TOfroPf, 22 ^rrt, 2019 

TO 3 ir. 1333.— TOffzr TO ipTT TlPPr fpIT t fP TOE fpT P TO 3TOTOE fP TO % mPtoH % 
fprr TOE TOTOTTO, TOTOTTO fpTOrTT tRTOTOT % rEfrE, ^fTOr TOTO TETO if iffTOn if fPiTO 

■TOT if TOlPf TO, fflTO PTO PpPTOFE Pi fpTO TOT TOTOTTO RlTf TOP -uR u; 

Pk Pknr toer Pf PPt m inhere P^m P yPMn % PTO ^ torto toPt pw | fP to P fro# 
Prrr to TOTOTTTO PwP TOT TO 9HM | Pk pf TO arfPjTOT P pTO TOpjPf P pipT t, TOpFT P 
3TfPror to 3fPt fpTTO tot ; 
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3TTT: 3T3", Ef#E fK+K, E#fEEE #T ##T MM'-Mli-H (JJ# t TE#E % 3rf#FET EE 3T#T) 3rf##TE, 1962 
(1962 EE 50) # STITT 3 # TE SETT (1) ^TTT EEE ### EE E#E E#T |TT TFT JJ# E TE#E % 3#TEET EE 
3T#T ETE % EEE 3EEFT # #HET ET# f; 

EE# c##, # TtE 3Epj# E Ef#T Tf f|EE75 f, TFT E#W ET Pl-HEl, ETTE % TRET E EEE EEeRtE ^E 
arf^TJEET # T## ETSTTT'E EEET E?T TEE^ST ETT ft ET# #j# f#T % 3EET, % #ET EETEETfE 
#75# E# #5 TEETE E EfslEET % E#T E f#, # fsTETETE EETEETT, ESTE E###, ff#E ERE ETE#TE 
fTfETE, ff#EI - E## ETTEETEE fTTEEE EP 4 MET, iff#ET - E## ETEEEIEE f#ETE E##EET, # #EE, 
^ETT EE #EE EE, E#E Tf#7TE ET#, f%# #T, #Pjr 713216, f%ET- Ef#T EEETE (Ef#T EETE) Et 
Plf# EE E ETS# EE EEET I 


3T^t 


f^TET : EFFETE EIEE : Ef^TE EETE 

ETET 

E#l ETETE 

EEERT 



TTET 

E##ET 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


TTEET-II 

P ME IE - 138 

335/796 

00 

01 

80 

e^eeTe 

EE# - 70 

430 

00 

03 

61 

EE# - II 

ftfT- 112 

3035 

00 

04 

58 

EE# - II 

ETT- 111 

5 

00 

02 

00 

3#TETE - 1 

EEETE- 116 

8094/8403 

00 

01 

77 



4090/4779 

00 

01 

60 

3#TETE- 1 

f#[T- 69 

1593 

00 

01 

10 

3#TETE - 1 

fsEfTEE 7 ' - 77 

349 

00 

05 

95 

#EETE- II 

#E#ET- 81 

814 

00 

01 

10 



815 

00 

02 

16 



816 

00 

00 

20 



813 

00 

01 

41 



803 

00 

05 

08 



377 

00 

02 

55 



273 

00 

00 

56 



276 

00 

01 

48 



277 

00 

00 

30 



275 

00 

01 

53 



278 

00 

00 

80 



279 

00 

00 

20 



280 

00 

01 

11 



281 

00 

01 

08 






[*1FT II—TsPFJ 3(ii)] 


•TO ^7 Tf: ^frrrf 27, 2019/31^ 5, 1941 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

afrWR -II 

Rc-I^iisi- 81 

283 

00 

05 

69 


290 

00 

04 

26 


289 

00 

02 

73 


295 

00 

02 

85 


296 

00 

01 

08 


246 

00 

00 

20 


245 

00 

07 

43 


297 

00 

00 

20 


233 

00 

01 

64 


244 

00 

00 

20 


234 

00 

05 

22 


232 

00 

01 

87 


237 

00 

00 

20 


231 

00 

01 

35 


230 

00 

03 

07 


229 

00 

00 

20 


228 

00 

02 

84 


227 

00 

02 

37 


224 

00 

04 

40 


222 

00 

01 

90 


223 

00 

00 

31 


221 

00 

04 

51 


212 

00 

00 

20 


213 

00 

01 

58 


215 

00 

00 

68 


134 

00 

08 

86 


40 

00 

03 

63 


30 

00 

00 

33 


34 

00 

00 

20 


33 

00 

02 

67 


32 

00 

01 

85 


29 

00 

02 

94 


31 

00 

01 

76 






5672 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 27, 2019/SRAVANA 5, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

3i1mim -ii 

Rh^iisi- 81 

27 

00 

07 

78 



26 

00 

00 

20 



1 

00 

20 

96 


[W. t. 3JR-1 1025(11)/22/2018-#3TK-I/f-27779] 

STT, 3T^t 


New Delhi, the 22 nd July, 2019 

S. O. 1333. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of crude oil, a pipeline from Haldia in the state of West Bengal to Barauni in the State of Bihar under 
Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Biswanath Samajder, Competent 
Authority. Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, The Legend, 2 nd & 3 rd Floor, Sahid 
Khudiram Sarani, City Centre, Durgapur - 713216, Dist. Pashchim Burdwan (West Bengal). 

SCHEDULE 


District : Burdwan 


State : West Bengal 

Police Station 

Name of Mouza 

Survey No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 


(1) 1 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Raina - II 

Maniari - 138 

335/796 

00 

01 

80 

Khandoghosh 

Sankari - 70 

430 

00 

03 

61 

Galsi - II 

Hitta- 112 

3035 

00 

04 

58 

Galsi - II 

Channa- 111 

5 

00 

02 

00 

Ausgram - 1 

Belgram - 116 

8094/8403 

00 

01 

77 



4090/4779 

00 

01 

60 

Ausgram -1 

Silut - 69 

1593 

00 

01 

10 

Ausgram - 1 

Srikrishnapur - 77 

349 

00 

05 

95 

Ausgram - II 

Bilshanda - 81 

814 

00 

01 

10 



815 

00 

02 

16 



816 

00 

00 

20 



813 

00 

01 

41 



803 

00 

05 

08 



377 

00 

02 

55 



273 

00 

00 

56 



276 

00 

01 

48 



277 

00 

00 

30 



275 

00 

01 

53 



278 

00 

00 

80 



279 

00 

00 

20 



280 

00 

01 

11 



281 

00 

01 

08 



283 

00 

05 

69 



290 

00 

04 

26 






[RTF II—WR 3(ii)]_FIR RT TfRR : 27, 2019/ffTRI 5, 1941_5673 


1 (1) 1 

(2) 

i (3) 

I (4) 

1 (5) 

1 (6) i 

Ausgram - II 

Bilshanda - 81 

289 

00 

02 

73 



295 

00 

02 

85 



296 

00 

01 

08 



246 

00 

00 

20 



245 

00 

07 

43 



297 

00 

00 

20 



233 

00 

01 

64 



244 

00 

00 

20 



234 

00 

05 

22 



232 

00 

01 

87 



237 

00 

00 

20 



231 

00 

01 

35 



230 

00 

03 

07 



229 

00 

00 

20 



228 

00 

02 

84 



227 

00 

02 

37 



224 

00 

04 

40 



222 

00 

01 

90 



223 

00 

00 

31 



221 

00 

04 

51 



212 

00 

00 

20 



213 

00 

01 

58 



215 

00 

00 

68 



134 

00 

08 

86 



40 

00 

03 

63 



30 

00 

00 

33 



34 

00 

00 

20 



33 

00 

02 

67 



32 

00 

01 

85 



29 

00 

02 

94 



31 

00 

01 

76 



27 

00 

07 

78 



26 

00 

00 

20 



1 

00 

20 

96 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/22/2018-OR-I/E-27779] 


SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


FffPPf, 22 ^Frrt, 2019 

3TT. 1334.— PPftR *H+K Pt RTT RpT ffR t fP PtR fpT P RI 3T1RRF fP Rf RT % RpNiR % 
pR RF RRRTT7R, ^fpRT-Rpft RRR1T7R fpRRR rRPmh I % RR, ^rf^nT pTFT TFR if ffpRT| if PtTR 

ttr if rPP f rf, ffpR snrq^r PpPPr PiPlP? rr ri^'-mi^h fPwi rtPt -up"; 

PP PPPt -R< + K Pf npT RRRT17R P^M % WOR % pR ^ 3TTRRF RpT ftcR | fP RT if pFRp 
PPr rr trwt^t Pwf ^rP rt rhm | PP Pf arRprRn P Pru spfjPf if PPr t, ttwt % 

3lfpRlT RT 3TpR pRT RTT ; 

3R: 3TR, PPPl RRT, PffPrw PP Wppf RRWTpT (?jfP if RRpT % 3lfpRTT RT 3Rp) RprfpR, 1962 
(1962 RT 50) Pt STTTT 3 fP RT STTTT (1) RFR RR rPfP) RT TRpT RTp |TT RR- Tjfp if RpTR P RplRTT RT 

3tPr rtP P 3rP strut Pf Prw rPt f; 

PP RpF, Pf RTF 3UpjPl if rPbT TjfP P fpRR I, RR- RpfW P pFRpf, FTTR P RM P RRT RFRpR W 
rRPJRRT Pf TTppf TIT STURT RRT Pf RTRUST RTT Pf RTpf ^#7T fpT P 3RT, pfp P PpR TRWTR 
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fWR ^ttf TPTFI % 3lfgpTR % 3T^T f f^Rr,^ fWTRT PWR, HSHT TTf^mfr, tfWT 3TRTR TrPTft?Ff 
i#RTT - ^Rpft TRWTRT f*URRT 4 P 41 '5FTT, ft ffm, ^TJ ttr #tRT <RT, ?T#T ^FTR HTTnft, 
fn€r *RR, ^fpjr 713216, f%RT- Tf^TR- ROTR (Ti%iT 4RRT) ft f%f%cl ^T Tf 3TRPT TfR H%7TT I 





STRTT 

bI-jii 4F 'THT 

TOT 



TTTR 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

- I 

TRTRFPIT- 102 

398 

00 

10 

01 

- II 

I^RRd f$|cRIRdd< - 94 

757 

00 

03 

09 

- II 

- 54 

288 

00 

00 

20 

Rf^TTTR 

4 01,-41 - 134 

1319 

00 

00 

87 



1501 

00 

00 

39 



1502 

00 

18 

13 


^f^TTpRUHR- 129 

449 

00 

00 

20 



430/842 

00 

02 

05 



27 

00 

00 

20 


RTWjT - 122 

248 

00 

02 

95 


RRpfF’JT - 73 

1709 

00 

03 

59 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)/22/2018-3lf3TTT-I/f-27779] 

RRRJ SR, 3RfT Rf%R 


New Delhi, the 22 nd July, 2019 

S. O. 1334. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of crude oil, a pipeline from Haldia in the state of West Bengal to Barauni in the State of Bihar under 
Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire 
the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date on which 
copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Biswanath Samajder, Competent 
Authority. Indian Oil Corporation Limited, Haldia-Barauni Pipeline Systems Project, The Legend, 2 nd & 3 rd Floor, Sahid 
Khudiram Sarani, City Centre, Durgapur - 713216, Disst. Pashchim Burdwan (West Bengal). 
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SCHEDULE 


District: Purba Medinipur 


State : West Bengal 




Area 

Police Station 

Name of Mouza 

Survey No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Square 

Metre 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Sutahata -1 

Rajarampur - 102 

398 

00 

10 

01 

Sutahata - II 

Kismat Shibramnagar - 94 

757 

00 

03 

09 

Sutahata - II 

Barsundra - 54 

288 

00 

00 

20 

Mahishadal 

Bamunya - 134 

1319 

00 

00 

87 



1501 

00 

00 

39 



1502 

00 

18 

13 

Mahishadal 

Dakshin Kashimnagar - 129 

449 

00 

00 

20 



430/842 

00 

02 

05 



27 

00 

00 

20 

Nandakumar 

Madhabpur - 122 

248 

00 

02 

95 

Nandakumar 

Bhabanipur - 73 

1709 

00 

03 

59 


[F. No. R-l 1025(1 l)/22/2018-OR-I/E-27779] 
SANTANU DHAR. Under Secy. 


23 ^FTTt, 2019 

44.3H. 1335.— %#4 -H<4>K, TFT 44144 (R+M) 3ifsrRw, 1974 (1974 44 47) # STTTT 3 # 4WRT 
(3) (W) ^RT 4474 44 4444 4R4 f4 44fRT TUfFT 4^44, 3 iRRt4 *tRt4 3#T RtTI-M WR44T, 

4flRrw #7 yi^Rd. % WFR 24.07.2019 % 23.07.2021 4R 44 3F4R 34441 7F4, ^ft 'fft 444f ft, 

4R 44TFT R + l-H 4tf 44 444 f^44 4Rcft |l 

[44. t. ^ft-38011/41/2016-RlR-I] 
4f^4 4fT, 


New Delhi, the 23 rd July, 2019 

S.O. 1335. —In exercise of the Powers conferred by Sub-Section (3)(b) of Section 3 of the Oil Industry 
(Development) Act, 1974(47 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Rajiv Bansal, Additional Secretary 
& Financial Adviser, Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas as a member of the Oil Industry Development Board w.e.f. 
24.07.2019 to 23.07.2021 or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 


[F. No. G-38011/41/2016-Fin-I] 
PERIN DEVI, Director 
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STR-TTcT 

18^ni, 2019 

W.3IT. 1336.—sfl -iTl Rl =h fwr 1947 (1947 4T 14) 4t STITT 17 4 3j^fKU| 4 444r HT4TT 

4h 4 Bl^WSHE R444IB4) f^7T f^Wtr^TTr, 4)44,44 3FB Tjt Tb 4 +4^l0 4 TUTSTcDT 4 pMM + l 

44 Tb4 t 4+|4 % #4 SEjtsr 4 444? 4)4)Rl + f^TT? 4 44)4 HTTTT 4)4)RH StR^FTW TTt *TR -4I4IH4, 
uhTjhh 4 w (4^4 4w 19/2011) 4t btc4 | 4t 4^4t ^k4u, 4t 17.06.19 4tTrnrfrq;4 i 

[4. Tj^-42012/278/2010-3uf3ITT (%)] 

ft. 4. TTfT, ST^TTHT arf^Tfi' 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2019 

S.0.1336. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court Ernakulum, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The General 
Manager Vijayamohini Mills Thiruvananthapuram, Cochin. & Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 16.07.19. 

[No. L-42012/278/2010-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

ERNAKULUM 

Present: Shri. V. Vijaya Kumar, B. Sc, LLM, Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the 3rd day of July 2019, 12 th Asadha, 1941) 

ID No. 19 of 2011 


Workman 

: Shri.B.Gopalakrishnan 

Kudayathukonathu PuthenVeedu 
Cheriyakonni P.O., Vattiyoorkavu, 
Thiruvananthapuram - 695013 

By Adv. Shri. R. Lakshmanalyer 

Management 

: The General Manager 

Vijayamohini Mills 

Thirumala P.O. 
Thiruvananthapuram 


By Adv. Shri.Ajith S. Nair 


This case coming up for final hearing on 14.05.2019 and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 03.07.2019 
passed the following. 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Act 14 of 1947) the Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42012/278/20 lO-IR(DU) dated 
24.05.2011 referred the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

2. The dispute referred is; 

“Whether the enquiry conducted by the management against the workman namely 
Shri. B. Gopalakrishnan was proper and in full appreciation of the facts of the case? Whether the 
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punishment imposed on the workman was proportionate to the charges levelled against him? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

3. According to the claim statement filed by the workman he was appointed in the service of the management in the 
year 1992. On 14.02.2005 he met with an industrial accident during the course of his employment, while working 
in the carding machine and sustained serious injury to his right knee. He was treated in ESI hospital and was 
referred to Medical College, Trivandrum. He underwent treatment for a period of one year. During the period of 
treatment he was on medical leave, sanctioned by the management. He rejoined duty after prolonged treatment. 
Evenafter joining duty he used to suffer severe pain and used to go on leave. While so, he received a show cause 
notice dt.08.07.2008 directing the workman to give his explanation on allegations of poor attendance and 
unauthorized absence. His explanation was rejected by the management and an enquiry was ordered to be 
conducted. The Enquiry Officer submitted his report on 04.09.2009. Management accepted the enquiry report and 
the findings therein and imposed a punishment of removal from service on the workman with effect from 
19.10.2009. The enquiry report along with the decision of the Disciplinary Authority was challenged onthe 
ground that 

a. The workman was not given proper assistance to defend his case 

b. Copies of the documents were not given to the workman 

c. The Muster Roll relied on by the Enquiry Officer is not marked in the enquiry 

d. No opportunity was given to the workman to lead defence evidence. 

e. The workman never admitted the charges framed against him as claimed by the Enquiry Officer. 

4 According to the workman the punishment of removal from service is grossly disproportionate to the charges 
alleged to be proved. The management failed to consider the extenuating circumstances under which the workman 
was forced to take leave. 

5 The management filed their written statement denying the allegations of the workman. According to the 
management policy disciplinary action was initiated against employees whose attendance was very poor. The 
workman was not attending his duties regularly. Hence a memo dt.08.07.2008 was issued to him. The workman 
admitted his poor attendance and committed that he will improve his attendance. Since his reply was not 
satisfactory a Disciplinary Enquiry was ordered and an Enquiry Officer was appointed to enquire in to the charges. 
The Enquiry Officer returned a finding of guilt. The report was communicated to the workman to offer his 
comments. The workman did not offer any comment and a show cause notice was issued to him intimating the 
decision of the management to relieve him from the service. In the reply the workman did not allege any 
impropriety in conduct of the enquiry and findings by the Enquiry Officer. He only submitted that he will try to 
improve his attendance. Since the management found that his explanation was not satisfactory he was relived from 
the service as per order dated 12.10.2009. It is admitted by the management that the workman met with a serious 
accident and was on sanction medical leave for all most a year. However the managementdenied that there was any 
irregularity in the conduct of the enquiry, as adequate opportunity was given to the workman, all proceedings were 
recorded and signed by him and he never raised any objection regarding marking of documents during the course 
of enquiry. 

6. After completing the pleadings the management examined the enquiry officer as MW1 and marked Exbts.Ml to 

M9. The workman did not adduce any evidence. 

7. The issues to be considered are; 

1. Whether the findings of the Enquiry Officer is proper and justified on the basis of evidence? 

2. Whether the punishment is proportional to the proved charges? 

3. Relief and cost 

8 . Issue No. 1 

This Tribunal has already found that the enquiry is conducted properly following the principles of natural 
justice. Hence the further question to be decided is whether the findings of the Enquiry Officer are supported by 
legal evidence. The charge leveled against the workman is low attendance and productivity. Exbt.M3, show 
cause notice dt.08.07.2008 clearly spells out the charges of low attendance and unauthorized absence. In his 
reply, Exbt.M3(a) he admitted the low attendance and agreed that he will regularly attend the office. In 
Exbt.M3(c) the workman admitted that he worked only for 7 days during February 2007. From the enquiry 
proceedings dt. 14.03.2009 it is seen that workman admitted his unauthorized absence and explained that he 
could not attend the office because of his sickness. Further in the proceedings dt.28.03.2009 the workman 
admitted to the charges levelled against him. 
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9. In view of the above evidence the findings of the enquiry is proper and justified. 

10. Issue nos. 2& 3 

It is an admitted fact that the workman met with an industrial accident during 2005. It is also admitted that the 
workman was undergoing treatment for almost one year in ESI Hospital and Medical college. He was on 
medical leave during the period of treatment. The management has no case that the workman was irregular in 
attendance before the date of his accident. The management has taken a lenient view holding that the 
workman is entitled to all retiral benefits. Considering the above facts and circumstances it is felt that the 
punishment of removal from service is proportionate to the charges proved against the workman. 

11. It is clear from the evidence available on record that the workman will not be in a position to do justice to his 
work in future. In a market economy it is also not advisable to direct the management to retain a person in 
service when his productivity has come down to 10%. It is seen from the Exbt.M8, discharge order dated 
12.10.2009 that the Management had already extended all retiral benefits to the workman. 

In view of the above I am not inclined to interfere with discharge order issued to the workman by the 
management. 

Hence an Award is passed holding that the punishment awarded to the workman is proportionate to the 
proved charges against him and he is not entitled to any further relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Assistant, transcribed and typed by him, corrected and passed by me on this the 3 rd day of 
July 2019. 

V. VIJAYA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the workman - Nil 

Witness for the Management - MW1 dt.02.07.2014 Shri. R. Harikumar 

Exhibits for the workman - Nil 

Exhibits for the Management:- 

Ml -Enquiryfindings (in Original) conducted by Shri.R.Harikumar. 

Enquiry Officer dated 04.09.2009. 

M2 -Enquiry proceedings (in Original) conducted by 

Shri.R.Harikumar Enquiry Officer on 14.03.2009 & 28.03.2009. 

M3 -Copy of Show Cause Notice dated 08.07.2008 served to the workman by the management 
M3(a) -Copy of the reply dated Nil submitted by the workman to the management 

M3(b) -Copy of the Memo dated 10.03.2007 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M3(c) -Copy of the reply dated 10.03.2007 submitted by the workman to the management 

M3(d) -Copy of the Memo dated 10.03.2007 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M3(e) -Copy of the Memo dated 12.02.2007 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M4 -Copy of the Enquiry Notice dated 18.07.2008 served by the management to the workman 

M5 -Copy of the Memo dated 15.09.2009 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M6 -Copy of the Memo dated 05.10.2009 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M7 -Letter dated 05.10.2009 addressed to the General Manager of the management by the workman 

M8 -Copy of the order dated 12.10.2009 issued by the General Manager of the management to the workman 

M9 -Undelivered letter sent by the management through Registered Post with A/D to the workman marking the 

same as ‘Unclaimed Returned to sender’. 
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•rf R"41,18'Tpn't, 2019 

^T.sn - . 1337.—4 NtPt+ sriw 1947 (1947 +T 14) # STRT 17 % sr^RW if 

7K+K W4 TTTpRR, WRT #T 3F5T W +441-0 % WSFTT % ?FT^ 

Pi-MM+I #7- TT% +4+1 O’ % fN’ SFjtST TT fitffe 5fl+riRl+ f^TT? t +R+K sfl -iTl Rl + 3ri%+Tnr TJ^ ?UT 

-MldlvH, % (TRvf WT CGIT-2-5/2018) +t 3T+T%T +7# t *fT 7TT+R ^ 10.07.19 +t W 

fTT^| 

[t. T^r-42025/03/2019-3iTf3iR (%)] 
4t. %. 5T^7, ar^wr J+iwrft 


New Delhi, the 18th July, 2019 

S.O. 1337. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT -2-5/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 
Labour Court Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The 
Central Institute of Fisheries Education,Versova Mumbai . & Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 10.07.19. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT : M. V. Deshpande, Presiding Officer 

COMPLAINT NO. CGIT-2/5 of 2018 
IN 

REF. NO. CGIT-2 / 46 OF 2009 

1. Rudraprasad Singh 

2. P.K. Sharma 

3. S.N. Mishra 

4. Abhiram Sharma 

5. Sanjay K. Sharma 

6. R. D. Singh 

7. Shiv Kumar Singh 

8. Arjun Sharma 

9. P. A. Pawar 

10. Jay singh Yadav 

11. Dhanraj Y adav 

12. Pramod K. Singh 

13. Prakash B. Kadam 


Address for all Complainants: 

C/o. Shri R. K. Pednekar 

504, Type II Building, New CPWD Building 

Near Sahar Cargo Complex, 

Andheri [East], Mumbai - 400 099. : COMPLAINANTS 

V/s. 

Central Institute of Fisheries Education, 

PanchMarg, Off Yari Road, Versova, 

Andheri [West], 

Mumbai- 400 061. OPPONENT 
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APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE OPPONENT 
FOR THE COMPLAINANTS 


Mr. P. Shah, Advocate 
Mr. J. H. Sawant, Advocate 


AWARD 


Mumbai, dated the 17 th June, 2019. 


1. Complainants are second party workmen in industrial dispute referred by the Central Government by order 
dated 21.05.2009. The reference is pending. 

2. According to the complainants, the opponent had contravened the provisions made u/s. 33 of I.D. Act. The 
opponent as such has altered the conditions of services of the complainants who are workmen to their prejudice during 
pendency of the proceedings in Ref. No. CGIT-2 / 46 OF 2009, by reducing the amount of their monthly wages to the 
extent of Rs.7000/- per head from the month of Oct. ’18 by making inordinate delay in payment of wages by non¬ 
payment of amount of EPF & ESIC contribution in respect of complainants and by not making payment of bonus. The 
complainants are therefore asking for giving direction to the opponent to make the payment of full wages to them without 
any deductions as effected by the opponent, timely payment of wages in every month, payment of EPF & ESIC 
contributions and payment of bonus for every year of their service to them. They are also asking for awarding 
punishment to the opponent for his contravention in section 33 of I.D. Act. 

3. The opponent by filing say contended that they have not altered the conditions of the service of the 
complainants and 46.75% are deducted as per the directions of Annual Audit Party of the opponent. Service conditions of 
the complainants are continuing by the Central Institute of Fisheries Education as per the directions of Hon’ble H.C. in 
W.P. No. 634 of 2001. Since the complainants are not regular employees of the first party, they have no right to 
regularization nor they can claim any consequential benefits as prayed for. The opponent has thus sought for dismissal of 
complaint. 

4. By filing rejoinder Ex.6, complainants have reiterated that in Ref. No. CGIT-2 / 46 OF 2009 by reducing the 
amount of their monthly wages to the extent of Rs.7000/- per head from the month of Oct. ’18 the service conditions of 
the complainants have been altered. Complainants are therefore asking for payment of full wages except statutory 
deductions as being made from the month of Oct. ’18. 


5. Following points arises for my determination and my findings thereon for the reasons to follow are as under: 


Sr. No. 

Point 

Findings 

1 

Whether the complainants are entitled are entitled to full wages without deduction 
excluding statutory deductions along with timely payment of wages, payment of EPF 
& ESIC and bonus etc. for very year of their services. ? 

Yes 

2. 

What order ? 

As per final order 


Reasons 


Point No. 1 & 2. 

6. At the outset it may be stated that the union General KamgarMazdoor Union filed the WP No. 634 / 2001 and 
claimed that they should be absorbed by direct employment of opp. No.l As per the order of Hon’ble H.C since the union 
had approached the appropriate government for referring the dispute to the court under industrial dispute as per section 
10 of I.D. Act, petitioners are at liberty to apply for interim relief. As per the order of Hon’ble H.C in this writ petition, 
the opp. No.l are directed to pay salary/wages to the employees on whose behalf the petition is filed till then the interim 
relief was granted by the Hon’ble H.C is ordered to be continued. Thus the Hon’ble H.C has already directed the 
opponent to pay salary/wages to the employees on whose behalf the petition is filed. It is precisely the case of opponent 
that complainants i.e. concerned workman are being continued in service of Central Institute of Fisheries Education as 
per the order of Hon’ble H.C in WP No. 634 / 2001. 

7. Now it is the case of opponent that 46.75% of the wages of the complainants are deducted as per the directions 
of Annual Audit Party of the opponent from the month of Oct. ’ 18. As such it is admitted by the opponent that 46.75% of 
the amount of wages of the complainants are being deducted from the month of Oct. ’ 18 that to during the pendency of 
reference and therefore that amounts to change of service conditions. 

8. It is in that circumstances the opponent can be directed to make full payment of wages to the complainants 
without altering any service condition during the pendency of reference and as such the opponent is directed to make 
payment to the complainants without any deductions. 

9. Since it appears to me that making any deductions in the wages of the complainants amounts to change of 
service conditions in view of provisions of section 33 of I.D. Act which amounts to violation of section 33. The 
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application of the complainants is liable to be allowed to that extent. Hence the above points are answered accordingly as 
indicated against each of them in terms of above observations. 

10. In the result, I pass the following order. 

ORDER 

1. Complaint is partly allowed. 

2. Opponents are directed to make payment of full wages to the complainants without any deductions. 

3. They are also directed to make timely payment of wages every month, payment of EPF & ESIC 
and payment of bonus for every year of their service during the pendency of reference. 

4. In view of this the complaint is disposed of. 

Date : 17.06.2010 

M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 

*rf 18'5'Trf, 2019 

^r.sir. 1338.—4)4)Rl + 1947 (1947 +T 14) # STTTT 17 % 4 ^#4 *K+K 

4h 4 P.HI-Mfl 4+?^ TT. f4)f44d>sn#' (TT+ STR) 4k tt# +4-11-0 % 7RSETR % 4^[ R)4M+T #7 

+4+1-0' 4 #+ sr^tsr 4 f4ffe 4)410)+ fkrn? 4 Vsfk -h<+k 4)410)+ arfk+ur trt snr -mi-mh-m, 
44ih!i4wR:(4^4 wrr 07/2014)+t T+rkrr+T#t 4 t VsTk ht+k +t i5.07.l9krwT|p7;4 i 

[4. ttr-42025/03/2019-31T^3TR (ftty] 

4t. %. TRfR srfskrrk 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2019 

S.O. 1338. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.07/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The Reliance 
Next Link Pvt. Ltd. Rewari (HR.) & Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
15.07.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 
Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 

ID No.7/2014 


Registered on:-17.04.2014 

Sh. Govind Ram, S/o Sh. Asha Ram, R/o Village Kharota, 

P.O. Aharva, Teh. & Distt. Palwal-121102 (Hry.) .. .Workman 

Versus 


Reliance Next Link Pvt. Ltd. Shanti Complex, 

Opposite Shed Piper Tourism Complex, NaiwalaChowk, Rewari (Hry.) .. .Management 


AWARD 

Passed on: 12.06.2019 

1. The workman has directly filed this claim petition under Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, with 
the averment that he was in the service of the management from 21.04.2008 till his illegal termination by the respondent- 
management. The workman was performing the duty of Electrician/Mechanical Engineer/Bill Clerk. The nature of work 
was of DG Repaid Mechanic and Electrical Repairs of the Towers installed by the respondent-management on various 
locations. He was paid Rs. 14,284/- per month along with other allowances like travel allowances Rs. 5,000/- and 
Rs. 1,000/- as diet money. He had worked for more than 240 days continuously in each preceding calendar year till his 
termination. Due to the satisfactory performance of the claimant/workman he was promoted on 28.05.2005 by the 
management by issuing employee code No. 23509073 and increases the salary and allowances. Respondent-management 
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are lose minded towards employee whereby the legally permissible benefit/privileges like ESIC, PF, Bonus, Casual 
Leave etc. are not extended when claimant demanded his dearness allowance on 30.06.2009 and remaining emoluments 
management relieved him from his duty illegally against the violation of the provisions of Section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Claimant requested for his duty repeatedly but has not been allowed to resume his 
duties. The claimant has been forced to remain unemployed due to his illegal termination by the respondent. The 
respondent at the time of termination of the claimant retains the juniors and also made fresh appointments. In spite of 
notice and proceeding initiated before the Additional Labour Commissioner, Faridabad. Management refused to reinstate 
the claimant/workman. It is prayed that claimant be taken on duty with continuity of service and other benefits that 
prayed. 

2. Respondent-management has resisted the claim petition by filing written statement where it is averred that it has 
never terminated the services of the applicant/claimant but as a matter of fact, he himself remained absent from duty 
without intimation w.e.f. 30.06.2009 and falsely alleged that wages for the month of April, May, June and other benefits 
had not been paid. The respondent-management has paid all the legal dues of the claimant/workman as such, he is not 
entitled to any relief as he himself has abandoned his services for better opportunities. The present industrial dispute by 
way of reference in view of amended provisions of Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act is not maintainable before 
this Tribunal because of the fact that assuming the service of the claimant/workman terminated by the respondent- 
management on 30.06.2009, the workman has made the industrial dispute by way of demand notice dated 21.11.2012 
after the expiry of 3 years from the date of his termination. Thus, claim petition is time barred in view of sub-Section 2 
and 3 of Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is further alleged that in the light of the specific statutory 
provisions this Hon’ble Tribunal is not competent to proceed with the claim petition and liable to be dismissed with cost. 
It is further alleged that no single person is handling the same profile in the entire region i.e. Punjab, Haryana, himachal, 
J&K. Therefore question of reinstatement at this stage does not arise. The alleged legal dues of the workman has already 
been settled in the year 2009 and the respondent-management reserves the right to submit reply, if needed. It is prayed 
that claim petition be disposed of in the light of the legal submission made by the respondent-management as it is not 
maintainable in view of the provisions of sub-Section 3 of Section 2-A of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. 

3. Claimant has filed his replication/rejoinder denying that he has left the job at his own. It is further alleged that 
respondent-management has terminated his services from 30.06.2009. It is also averred that if there is any delay in filing 
the petition it is due to management who used to give false promises for payment of remaining dues and reinstatement. 
Remaining facts are the same which are already in the claim petition as such, are not required to be repeated again. 

4. Both the parties are given opportunities to file their evidence. Claimant/workman Govind Ram has submitted 
his affidavit Ex.WWl/A as oral evidence along with 6 papers but management-counsel did not turn up for cross- 
examination hence, vide order dated 03.07.2018, respondent-management was proceeded ex parte. 

5. During the course of pendency of the claim petition at the stage of argument, workman along with his counsel 
did not appear on 28.05.2019. Hence, opportunity of oral argument is being closed and case is fixed for orders. However, 
claimant has filed its written argument which is on record. 

6. At the very outset, it can be observed that management has taken legal issue regarding the maintainability of the 
claim petition by virtue of its time barred in the light of the provisions contained in Section 2-A sub-Clause 3 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. This specific plea has been taken by the management in Para 2 of the written statement as 
such, it is the legal obligation of the Tribunal to discuss the issue at first. On the basis of the plea, raised by the 
respondent-management, I am of the view that following points would arise for consideration:- 

(i) “Whether Labour Court can entertain a claim petition filed under Section 2-A(2) of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 after three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or services otherwise 
terminated? 

(ii) Whether Labour Court has right to condone the delay in filing claim statement though sub-Section (3) of 
Section 2-A barred such claim?” 

7. Section 2-A of the I.D. Act enables the individual workman to raise a dispute connected with or arising out of 
his discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of his services by his employer and by legal fiction it 
would constitute “Industrial Dispute”. No other type of dispute regarding an individual workman is contemplated by 
Section 2-A. After the enactment of Section 2-A, it is not necessary that a dispute relating to the discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or otherwise termination of service of a workman must be sponsored by a trade union or a substantial 
number of workman. In other words, even if it is not sponsored by a trade union or a substantial number of workman, 
such a dispute will be deemed to be an industrial dispute. Section 2-A of the ID Act reads as under: 

“2-A. Dismissal, etc., of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial dispute- 
(1) Where any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the services of an 
individual workman, any dispute or difference between that workman and his employer connected 
with, or arising out of such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an 
industrial dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the 
dispute. 
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(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in Section 10, any such workman as is specified in sub-Section(l) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute 
referred to therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the 
Conciliation Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of 
such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this Act shall apply in relation to such adjudication as 
they apply in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government. 

(3) The application referred to in sub-Section(2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
exp9iry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of 
service as specified in sub-Section(l).” 

A bare reading of above provisionwould indicate that a dispute covered under sub-Section(l) can be 
agitated or questioned by a workman by making an application directly to the Labour Court or 
Tribunal for adjudication of such dispute and such application should be filed before the expiry of 
three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service. In 
other words, the right conferred under Section 2A would lapse immediately preceding the date of 
expiry of three years of the date of dismissal, discharge etc. Sub-Section (3) of Section 2A would 
operate independently. The right available to the workman under Section 2A is not withstanding 
anything contained in Section 10 of the ID Act. 

8. Thus, question arises for consideration in the present case is whether the dispute raised after three years from 
the date of dismissal can be entertained by the Labour Court or Tribunal condoning the delay, if any, in raising the 
dispute? Keeping the above principles in mind, a reading of Section 2A(3) would lead to an irresistible conclusion that 
time stipulated for invoking the jurisdiction of the Labour Court or the Tribunal as the case may be, has to be necessarily 
“before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service 
as specified in sub-Section (1). “Time limit for making an application to the Labour Court stipulated in sub-Section (3) 
of Section 2A does not appear to have a bearing to the provisions of sub-Section (2) of Section 2A. In any event right 
conferred under Section 2A would lapse immediately preceding the date of expiry of three years from the date of 
dismissal, discharge etc.,. In other words, the limitation of three years prescribed under sub-Section (3) of Section 2A 
being mandatory, same cannot be condoned by taking recourse to Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963 which has no 
application to the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

9. Therefore, it has to be held that if claim petition is filed beyond the limitation period then it will be incumbent 
on the part of this Tribunal not to entertain such an application since the condition does not bars the special remedy but it 
also strikes at the jurisdiction of the Tribunal to entertain such application. Such interpretation is in consonance to the 
general rule of the interpretation of statute and such instruction will not also in any way prejudice the right of the 
workman to get his dispute resolved by a reference under Section 10(1) of the Act provided the dispute sought to be 
raised do not become state because of his inaction as held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Balbir Singh Vs. 
Puniab Roadways. Indian Iron and Steel Contnanv Ltd. Vs. Pralialad Singh. 


10. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Nasiruddin r.s, SitaramAggarwal, reported in AIR 2003 SC IT 908, has held in 
Para 20 as under:- 


“The Courts jurisdiction to interpret a statute can be invoked when the same is ambiguous. It is well known 
that in a given case, the Court can iron out the fabric but it cannot change the texture of the fabric. It cannot 
enlarge the scope of legislation or intention when the language of provision is plain and unambiguous. It 
cannot add or subtract the words to a statute or read something into it which is not there. It cannot re-write 
or recast legislation. It is also necessary to determine that there exists a presumption that the legislature has 
not used any superfluous words. It is well settled that the real intention of legislature must be gathered from 
the language used.” 

11. Thus, in the background of the dicta of the Apex Court in Naziruddin’s case referred to supra, when Section 2- 
A is perused, it would indicate that if the legislature really intended that the period of limitation provided in sub-Section 
(3) of Section 2-A of the Act was to be construed as directory, then it would not have prescribed the limitation of three 
years and it would have used the words “at any time” instead of using the words “before the expiry of three years”. 
Though the words ‘at any time’ is found in section 10(1), same is conspicuously absent in sub-Section(3) of Section 2-A 
which would clearly depict the intention of the legislature namely, it had deliberately imposed limitation period under 
sub-Section (3) of Section 2-A and as such legislature did not employ the words ‘at any time’ in the said provision as 
found in Section 10(1) and in its place, it has specifically incorporated the words ‘before the expiry of three years’. 
Hence, to interpret the period of limitation found in sub-Section (3) of Section 2-A as directory and not mandatory would 
amount to adding something which is not provided in the provisions by the legislature or it would amount to doing 
violence to the provision, if such interpretation is sought to be made. To my mind, the limitation of 3 years prescribed 
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under sub-Section (3) of Section 2-A is mandatory and same cannot be condoned by taking recourse of Limitation Act, 
1963 which has no application to the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

12. In the background of the aforesaid discussion, when the facts of case in hand are examined, it would clearly 
indicate that the services of the claimant by his own averments in the petition has been terminated by the management on 
30.06.2009 while order of the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) dated 31.12.2013 reveals that the matter has 
been raised by the workman on 31.11.2012 before the authority while this claim petition is preferred before this Tribunal 
on 16.04.2014 almost after 5 years of his alleged termination. In view of the fact that sub-Section (3) of Section 2-A 
having been held as mandatory and the said provision clearly indicate that in case of dismissal, discharge, retrenchment 
or termination, an application referred to in sub-section (2) of Section 2-A to be made before the expiry of three years, 
i.e., on or before 30.06.2012 and same having not been made, respondent-employee cannot be heard to contend that 
delay is to be condoned. At the cost of repetition, it is to be held that on the expiry of three years period from the date of 
discharge, dismissal etc., the right to invoke Section 2-A would stand extinguished. 

13. In view of the aforestated discussion, I am of the considered view that Point No.s(l) & (ii) has to be answered 
in the negative namely, Labour Court cannot entertain a claim petition filed under Section 2A(2) of the I.D. Act after 
three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination and this Tribunal has no right to condone 
the delay more than five years in filing the claim petition. Even otherwise there is no explanation forthcoming for the 
delay in not raising the dispute from 30.06.2009 to 21.11.2012 from the date of termination till the date of filing of 
application before the Assistant Labour Commissioner. The contention of the workman that if there is any delay 
regarding the filing of claim petition it is due to the conduct of management on pretext of false promise for payment and 
reinstatement has no force in the eye of law. 

14. Having gone through the factual and legal proposition, I am of the view that claim petition is time barred as 
such, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the present claim petition and passed the order on merit without 
jurisdiction as such, the claimant is not entitled for any relief and the claim petition is liable to be dismissed. 

15. The reference is answered accordingly. Let copy of the award be sent to the Central Government for publication 
as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


A. K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2019 

S.O. 1339. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 06/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Lab our 
Court Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The Reliance 
Next Link Pvt. Ltd. Rewari (HR.) & Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
15.07.2019. 


[No. L-42025/03/2019-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 
Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 

ID No.6/2014 

Registered on:-17.04.2014 

Sh. Govind Kishor Maheshwari S/o Sh. Kailash Chand, 

R/o H.No.155, Purani CIA Wali Gali, Nahar Singh Colony, 

Shekhpura, Teh. & Distt. Palwal-121102 (Hry.) ...Workman 

Versus 

Reliance Next Link Pvt. Ltd. Shanti Complex, Opposite Shed Piper Tourism Complex, 

Naiwala Chowk, Rewari (Hry.) .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on:- 12.06.2019 

1. The workman has directly filed this claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, with 
the averment that he was in the service of the management from 28.05.2005 till his illegal termination by the respondent- 
management. The workman was performing the duty of Electrician/Mechanical Engineer/Bill Clerk. The nature of work 
was of DG Repaid Mechanic and Electrical Repairs of the Towers installed by the respondent-management on various 
locations. He was paid Rs. 14,284/- per month along with other allowances like travel allowances Rs.5,000/- and 
Rs. 1,000/- as diet money. He had worked for more than 240 days continuously in each preceding calendar year till his 
termination. Due to the satisfactory performance of the claimant/workman he was promoted on 28.05.2005 by the 
management by issuing employee code no.23503870 and increases the salary and allowances. Respondent-management 
are lose minded towards employee whereby the legally permissible benefit/privileges like ESIC, PF, Bonus, Casual 
Leave etc. are not extended when claimant demanded his dearness allowance on 30.06.2009 and remaining emoluments 
management relieved him from his duty illegally against the violation of the provisions of Section 25-F, 25-G and 25-H 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Claimant requested for his duty repeatedly but has not been allowed to resume his 
duties. The claimant has been forced to remain unemployed due to his illegal termination by the respondent. The 
respondent at the time of termination of the claimant retains the juniors and also made fresh appointments. In spite of 
notice and proceeding initiated before the Additional Labour Commissioner, Faridabad. Management refused to reinstate 
the claimant/workman. It is prayed that claimant be taken on duty with continuity of service and other benefits that 
prayed. 

2. Respondent-management has resisted the claim petition by filing written statement where it is averred that it has 
never terminated the services of the applicant/claimant but as a matter of fact, he himself remained absent from duty 
without intimation w.e.f. 30.06.2009 and falsely alleged that wages for the month of April, May, June and other benefit 
had not been paid. The respondent-management has paid all the legal dues of the claimant/workman as such, he is not 
entitled to any relief as he himself has abandoned his services for better opportunities. The present industrial dispute by 
way of reference in view of amended provisions of Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act is not maintainable before 
this Tribunal because of the fact that assuming the service of the claimant/workman terminated by the respondent- 
management on 30.06.2009, the workman has made the industrial dispute by way of demand notice dated 21.11.2012 
after the expiry of 3 years from the date of his termination. Thus, claim petition is time barred in view of sub-Section 2 
and 3 of Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is further alleged that in the light of the specific statutory 
provisions this Hon’ble Tribunal is not competent to proceed with the claim petition and liable to be dismissed with cost. 
It is further alleged that no single person is handling the same profile in the entire region i.e. Punjab, Haryana, himachal, 
J&K. Therefore question of reinstatement at this stage does not arise. The alleged legal dues of the workman has already 
been settled in the year 2009 and the respondent-management reserves the right to submit reply, if needed. It is prayed 
that claim petition be disposed of in the light of the legal submission made by the respondent-management as it is not 
maintainable in view of the provisions of sub-Section 3 of Section 2-A of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. 

3. Claimant has filed his replication/rejoinder denying that he has left the job at his own. It is further alleged that 
respondent-management has terminated his services from 30.06.2009. It is also averred that if there is any delay in filing 
the petition it is due to management who used to give false promises for payment of remaining dues and reinstatement. 
Remaining facts are the same which are already in the claim petition as such, are not required to be repeated again. 

4. Both the parties are given opportunities to file their evidence. Claimant/workman Govind Kishore Maheshwari 
has submitted his affidavit Ex.WWl/A as oral evidence along with 6 papers but management-counsel did not turn up for 
cross-examination hence, vide order dated 03.07.2018, respondent-management was proceeded ex parte. 
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5. During the course of pendency of the claim petition at the stage of argument, workman along with his counsel 
did not appear on 28.05.2019. Hence, opportunity of oral argument is being closed and case is fixed for orders. However, 
claimant has filed its written argument which is on record. 

6. At the very outset, it can be observed that management has taken legal issue regarding the maintainability of the 
claim petition by virtue of its time barred in the light of the provisions contained in Section 2-A sub-Clause 3 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. This specific plea has been taken by the management in Para 2 of the written statement as 
such, it is the legal obligation of the Tribunal to discuss the issue at first. On the basis of the plea, raised by the 
respondent-management, I am of the view that following points would arise for consideration: - 

(i) “Whether Labour Court can entertain a claim petition filed under Section 2-A(2) of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 after three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or services otherwise 
terminated? 

(ii) Whether Labour Court has right to condone the delay in filing claim statement though sub-Section (3) 
of Section 2-A barred such claim?” 

7. Section 2-A of the I.D. Act enables the individual workman to raise a dispute connected with or arising out of 
his discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of his services by his employer and by legal fiction it 
would constitute "Industrial Dispute”. No other type of dispute regarding an individual workman is contemplated by 
Section 2-A. After the enactment of Section 2-A, it is not necessary that a dispute relating to the discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or otherwise termination of service of a workman must be sponsored by a trade union or a substantial 
number of workman. In other words, even if it is not sponsored by a trade union or a substantial number of workman, 
such a dispute will be deemed to be an industrial dispute. Section 2-A of the ID Act reads as under: 

“2-A. Dismissal, etc., of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial dispute- 

(1) Where any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the services of an 
individual workman, any dispute or difference between that workman and his employer connected with, 
or arising out of such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an 
industrial dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the 
dispute. 

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in Section 10, any such workman as is specified in sub-Section(l) 
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute 
referred to therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the 
Conciliation Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of 
such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this Act shall apply in relation to such adjudication as 
they apply in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government. 

(3) The application referred to in sub-Section(2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
exp9iry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of 
service as specified in sub-Section(l).” 

A bare reading of above provisionwould indicate that a dispute covered under sub-Section(l) can be 
agitated or questioned by a workman by making an application directly to the Labour Court or 
Tribunal for adjudication of such dispute and such application should be filed before the expiry of 
three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service. In 
other words, the right conferred under Section 2A would lapse immediately preceding the date of expiry 
of three years of the date of dismissal, discharge etc. Sub-Section (3) of Section 2A would operate 
independently. The right available to the workman under Section 2A is not withstanding anything 
contained in Section 10 of the ID Act. 

8. Thus, question arises for consideration in the present case is whether the dispute raised after three years from the 
date of dismissal can be entertained by the Labour Court or Tribunal condoning the delay, if any, in raising the dispute? 
Keeping the above principles in mind, a reading of Section 2A(3) would lead to an irresistible conclusion that time 
stipulated for invoking the jurisdiction of the Labour Court or the Tribunal as the case may be, has to be necessarily 
“before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service 
as specified in sub-Section (1). “Time limit for making an application to the Labour Court stipulated in sub-Section (3) of 
Section 2A does not appear to have a bearing to the provisions of sub-Section (2) of Section 2A. In any event right 
conferred under Section 2A would lapse immediately preceding the date of expiry of three years from the date of 
dismissal, discharge etc.,. In other words, the limitation of three years prescribed under sub-Section (3) of Section 2A 
being mandatory, same cannot be condoned by taking recourse to Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963 which has no 
application to the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
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9. Therefore, it has to be held that if claim petition is filed beyond the limitation period then it will be incumbent 
on the part of this Tribunal not to entertain such an application since the condition does not bars the special remedy but it 
also strikes at the jurisdiction of the Tribunal to entertain such application. Such interpretation is in consonance to the 
general rule of the interpretation of statute and such instruction will not also in any way prejudice the right of the 
workman to get his dispute resolved by a reference under Section 10(1) of the Act provided the dispute sought to be 
raised do not become state because of his inaction as held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Balbir Singh Vs. 
Punjab Roadways , Indian Iron and Steel Company Ltd. Vs. Pralmlad Singh. 

10. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Nasiruddin vs. SitaramAggarwal, reported in AIR 2003 SCW 908, has held in 
Para 20 as under:- 

“The Courts jurisdiction to interpret a statute can be invoked when the same is ambiguous. It is well known 
that in a given case, the Court can iron out the fabric but it cannot change the texture of the fabric. It cannot 
enlarge the scope of legislation or intention when the language of provision is plain and unambiguous. It 
cannot add or subtract the words to a statute or read something into it which is not there. It cannot re-write 
or recast legislation. It is also necessary to determine that there exists a presumption that the legislature has 
not used any superfluous words. It is well settled that the real intention of legislature must be gathered from 
the language used. ” 

11. Thus, in the background of the dicta of the Apex Court in Naziruddin’s case referred to supra, when Section 2-A 
is perused, it would indicate that if the legislature really intended that the period of limitation provided in sub-Section (3) 
of Section 2-A of the Act was to be construed as directory, then it would not have prescribed the limitation of three years 
and it would have used the words “at any time” instead of using the words “before the expiry of three years”. Though the 
words ‘at any time’ is found in section 10(1), same is conspicuously absent in sub-Section(3) of Section 2-A which 
would clearly depict the intention of the legislature namely, it had deliberately imposed limitation period under sub- 
Section (3) of Section 2-A and as such legislature did not employ the words ‘at any time’ in the said provision as found 
in Section 10(1) and in its place, it has specifically incorporated the words ‘before the expiry of three years’. Hence, to 
interpret the period of limitation found in sub-Section (3) of Section 2-A as directory and not mandatory would amount 
to adding something which is not provided in the provisions by the legislature or it would amount to doing violence to 
the provision, if such interpretation is sought to be made. To my mind, the limitation of 3 years prescribed under sub- 
Section (3) of Section 2-A is mandatory and same cannot be condoned by taking recourse of Limitation Act, 1963 which 
has no application to the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

12. In the background of the aforesaid discussion, when the facts of case in hand are examined, it would clearly 
indicate that the services of the claimant by his own averments in the petition has been terminated by the management on 
30.06.2009 while order of the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) dated 31.12.2013 reveals that the matter has 
been raised by the workman on 31.11.2012 before the authority while this claim petition is preferred before this Tribunal 
on 16.04.2014 almost after 5 years of his alleged termination. In view of the fact that sub-Section (3) of Section 2A 
having been held as mandatory and the said provision clearly indicate that in case of dismissal, discharge, retrenchment 
or termination, an application referred to in sub-section (2) of Section 2A to be made before the expiry of three years, i.e., 
on or before 30.06.2012 and same having not been made, respondent-employee cannot be heard to contend that delay is 
to be condoned. At the cost of repetition, it is to be held that on the expiry of three years period from the date of 
discharge, dismissal etc., the right to invoke Section 2A would stand extinguished. 

13. In view of the aforestated discussion, I am of the considered view that Point No.s(l) & (ii) has to be answered in 
the negative namely, Labour Court cannot entertain a claim petition filed under Section 2A(2) of the I.D. Act after three 
years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination and this Tribunal has no right to condone the 
delay of more than 5 years in filing the claim petition. Even otherwise there is no explanation forthcoming for the delay 
in not raising the dispute from 30.06.2009 to 21.11.2012 from the date of termination till the date of filing of application 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner. The contention of the workman that if there is any delay regarding the filing 
of claim petition it is due to the conduct of management on pretext of false promise for payment and reinstatement has no 
force in the eye of law. 

14. Having gone through the factual and legal proposition, I am of the view that claim petition is time barred as 
such, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the present claim petition and passed the order on merit without 
jurisdiction as such, the claimant is not entitled for any relief and the claim petition is liable to be dismissed. 

15. The reference is answered accordingly. Let copy of the award be sent to the Central Government for publication 
as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


A.K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18th July, 2019 

S.O. 1340. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. IT/37/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court GOA as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The The 
Director, National Institute of Oceanography, Dona Paula, Goa & Others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 03.07.2019. 

[No. L-42012/20/2007-IR (DU)] 
V. K. THAKUR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AND LABOUR COURT GOVERNMENT OF GOA AT PANAJI 

(BEFORE MR. VINCENT D’SILVA, HON’BLE PRESIDING OFFICER) 

Ref. No. IT/37/07 

Smt. Sugandha Shirodkar, 

H. No. 674, Nagali, 

Taleigao, Goa. .. .Workman/Party I 

V/s 

The Director, 

National Institute of Oceanography, 

Dona Paula, Goa. .. .Employer/Party II 


Workman/Party I represented by Ld. Adv. Shri. SuhaasNaik. 

Employer/Party II represented by Ld. Adv. Shri. K. P. Anilkumar. 

AWARD 

(Delivered on this the 25 th day of the month 
of June of the year 2019) 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Government of India/Bharat Sarkar, Ministry of Labour/Shram 
Mantralaya, New Delhi by Order dated 06.07.2007 bearing No. L-42012/20/2007-IR(DU), has referred the following 
dispute for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of National Institute of Oceanography in terminating the sendees of 
their workman Smt. SugandhaShirodkarw.e.f 1.8.2006 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to?” 

2. Upon receipt of the reference, it was registered as IT/37/07 and registered A/D notices were issued to both the 
parties. Pursuant to service of notices, Party I filed a Claim statement at Exhibit 5and Party II filed a Written statement at 
Exhibit 7. 

3. In short, the case of the Party I is that she joined the services of National Institute of Oceanography (NIO)/Party 
II and was posted in the Canteen of the Party II effective from 02.02.2004 and continued to work in the Canteen of Party 
II as an Office Assistant under Mrs. S. Almeida who was working as a Receptionist/In-charge of canteen of Party II on a 
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monthly salary of Rs. 2000/- per month. The canteen was situated in the premise of Party II and she was working as an 
Office Assistant performing duties like maintenance of the stock entry register; writing coupon register and tallying the 
sale of coupons with the cash received; taking orders for lunch online and submitting the same at the coupon counter and 
writing the cash book and making all the entries on the computer etc. and worked continuously from 02.02.2004 till 
31.07.2006 with clean and unblemished service record maintaining excellent and cordial relations with the Party II 
management and other staff. The Party I met with an scooter accident and was unable to attend the duties on 24.07.2006 
to 28.07.2006 and after recovering from the accident, the Party I reported for duty on 31.07.2006 but was told by the 
officials of Party II that her services has been terminated effective from closing hours of 31.7.2006 w.e.f 01.08.2006. 

4. The action of Party II in terminating the services of Party I workman is illegal, unjustified and bad in law. The 
Party I worked from 02.02.2004 till the closing hours of 31.07.2006 prior to her illegal termination of service and have 
completed more than 240 days of continuous service with Party II. The Party I was appointed by Party II and Party I was 
working with Party II in the canteen under the supervision and control of Party II officers and was also paid her monthly 
salaries by Party II, as such there was a blatant violation of Section 25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and rules 
made thereunder. The Party II has failed to conduct any enquiry of whatsoever nature nor Party I was paid any wages nor 
compensation nor she was given any prior notice or pay in lieu of notice. The action of Party II in illegally terminating 
service of Party I w.e.f 01.08.2006 is illegal, unjustified and bad in law and is in total contravention of Section 25(F) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and Rules made thereunder. 

5. The Party II has issued her service certificate stating that Party I has worked with Party II as Office Assistant. 
The Party I also claimed that after terminating the services of the Party I by the Party II, the Party II has recruited new 
persons in place of the Party I. The Party I has raised an Industrial Disputes vide letter dated 01.08.2006 however, Party 
II failed to respond and as such the Party I raised an Industrial Dispute before the Office of the Asst. Labour 
Commissioner, Government of India Vasco, on 19.02.2007 demanding immediate reinstatement, full back wages and 
continuity in service. The Asst. Labour Commissioner intervened immediately. However, the matter was not resolved in 
conciliation across the table and as such a failure was recorded by the Asst. Labour Commissioner in conciliation on 
14.03.2007. The action of Party II in illegally terminating her services w.e.f 01.08.2006 is illegal, unjustified and bad in 
law and is an act of hire & fire at the whims and fancies of Party II. Hence the reference. 

6. In the Written statement, the Party II has claimed that the National Institute of Oceanography is one of the 
National Laboratories set up by the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), as such, it is not an ‘industry’ 
within the meaning of Section 2(j) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The Planning Commission of India formulates policy 
and sets objective targets for the purpose of research by CSIR. The Planning Commission has set up various working 
groups consisting of experts in different fields to formulate the plan for relevant sector in collaboration with Central 
Ministries and State Governments. Likewise in the case of Scientific Research, Planning Commission has set up 
independent committees, working groups, and panel of experts and scientists to suggest plans for various sectors of 
scientific research. CSIR or any of its Laboratories including NIO are not indulged in any activity of business, trade or 
manufacture. It is merely a Research Institute. It is also not a Commercial Enterprise. The research conducted by NIO is 
for the benefit of India as a Nation and also for the benefit of mankind. Thus, NIO does not come within the scope of 
definition of the term ‘Industry’ as defined under Section 2(j) of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, as such, the present dispute 
is not an industrial dispute at all. The present dispute/ reference is therefore liable to be dismissed for want of jurisdiction 
being not maintainable before the Hon’ble Tribunal. 

7. CSIR and NIO are exercising sovereign functions of the State. At the time of recruitment of any employees, 
NIO always follows the well established process of selection as laid down by law. Apart from calling for names from 
Employment Exchange, it advertises all the posts. The Selection Committee selects the candidates on merits. In case of 
promotional posts, the selection is done by Departmental Promotion Committee (DPC) by following the norms set up by 
the Govt, of India. The records of NIO disclose that the Party I has never been employed by NIO. Even otherwise, she 
has neither faced any interview nor any other process of selection. She has never been on the rolls of NIO as its 
employee. The Party I has approached this Hon’ble Tribunal with false and fabricated claims. Section 25F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act is not applicable for the employees of NIO. The Party I is not entitled for any relief from either 
by way of adjudication of her false claim of termination or reinstatement or with back wages or otherwise. 

8. The Party I filed a rejoinder at Exh.8 denying the case put forth by Party II in the written statement. 

9. Issues that came to be framed at Exh. 9 are as follows: 

(1) Whether the Party I proves that she was working as an Office Assistant in the canteen of the Party II 
from 02.02.2004 till 31.07.06? 

(2) Whether the Party I proves she was unable to attend duties from 24.07.06 to 28.07.06 due to an 
accident? 

(3) Whether the Party I proves that the termination of her services, by the Party II is illegal and unjustified? 
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(4) Whether the Party II is an industry within the meaning of Section 2(j) of the Industrial Dispute Act? 

(5) Whether the dispute is an Industrial Dispute? 

(6) Whether the Tribunal has jurisdiction to decide the reference/dispute? 

(7) What relief? What order? 

10. The Party I, Smt. Sugandha Shirodkar examined herself and produced on record a copy of statements of 
Accounts dated 22.11.2010 State Bank of India at Exh. 20 colly, a copy of Certificate dated 07.02.2006 issued by 
Secretary NIO Department Canteen at Exh. 21, a copy of notice dated 02.02.2005 issued by Secretary, NIO Departmental 
Canteen at Exh. 22, a copy of letter dated 02.08.2006 addressed to the Director of NIO at Exh. 23, a copy of dispute 
dated 04.09.2006 raised before the Assist. Labour Commissioner, Panaji at Exh. 24 and a copy of letter dated 19.02.2007 
addressed to the Asst. Labour Commissioner, Vasco da Gama, Goa at Exh. 25. On the other hand, Party II examined Shri 
Mohan Ganesh Dalvi and produced on record a copy of Index of Writ Petition No. 741/2010 along with the annexures at 
Exh. 30 colly and a copy of order dated 06.01.2011 in the Writ Petition at Exh. 31. 

11. Heard arguments. Notes of Written arguments came to be placed on record by both the parties. 

12. I have gone through the records of the case and have duly considered the arguments advanced. My findings to 
the above issues are as follows: 


Issue No. 1, 2 & 3 ... In the Negative 

Issue No. 4, 5 & 6 ... In the Negative 

Issue No. 7 ... As per final order 

REASONS 


ISSUE NO. 1. 2 & 3: 

13. Learned Adv. ShriSuhaasNaik for Party I has submitted that Party I was recruited directly by NIO by 
conducting the written test, oral test and interview and after following due process of selection as stated by her. The work 
of Party I was supervised and controlled by the Secretary of the Party II canteen, Mr. BlascoFernandes and Party I 
workman was interviewed by the Mrs. Shanti Almeida, the employee of Party II establishment. He further submitted that 
Party I has also produced her service certificate issued Mr. Vijay Kumar at Exhibit 21 who was the officer of Party 
company and was receiving salary in her salary account by cheque through Party II establishment i.e. NIO and has 
produced the statement of account of State Bank of India, Dona Paula, which clearly reflects that the salary was paid by 
NIO. He further submitted the recruitment of Party I was done under Central Government Service Rules, however 
suddenly on 01.08.2006 her services was terminated without following due process of law, which is illegal, unjust and 
bad in law and is an act of hire-& fire at the whims and fancies of NIO. He further submitted that the employer has also 
failed to produce any document to suggest that the workman was engaged through the contractor neither the employer 
produced any contract licence on record that the said contractor was having a valid contract licence to employ Party 
workman and that it is clear fact that no notice, notice pay has been served by the employer NIO and as such there is 
complete violation of the statutory provisions of law as required under Section 25-F of the I.D. Act, 1947 and hence the 
Party I is entitled for relief prayed. 

14. Per contra, Ld. Adv. Shri K. P Anilkumar for Party II has submitted that the Party II herein follows the 
CCS(CCA) Rules as applicable to the Central Government servants. It is covered by the constitutional requirement of 
reservation etc. The employees are recruited through well laid down procedures like advertisement, written test, 
interview etc. Posts are fixed and are filled up through the above recruitment process. Appointment in the lab level is 
made by the Director of the concerned lab. He further submitted that the Party I was not recruited by CSIP or NIO. The 
Party I has not done any work of CSIR or NIO. She has never applied for any post and she was not issued any 
appointment letter. She was as seen from the records, appointed by the Canteen Committee who was running a canteen 
for the employees of NIO. The canteen committee consisted of employees of NIO and NIO has no role in running the 
canteen and there is no position in NIO in respect of canteen and therefore the Industrial dispute raised by the Party I 
claiming employment under CSIR/NIO is false. 

15. It is well settled that burden of proof is on the workman to establish employer-employee relationship and where 
a person asserts that she is a workman of the company and it is denied by the company, it is for him/her to prove that fact 
and not for the company to prove that she was not an employee of the company but of some other person. The relevant 
facts to be taken into consideration to establish an employer- employee relationship as held in the case of M/s. Workmen 
of Nilgiri Co-op. Mkt. Society Ltd. vs. State ofT.N. and others, (2004) 3 SCC 514 would include, inter alia: (a) who is 
the appointing authority; (b) who is paymaster; (c) who can dismiss; (d) how long alternative service lasts; (e) the extent 
of control and supervision; (f) the nature of the job e.g. whether it is professional or skilled work; (g) nature of 
establishment; (h) the right to reject. 
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16. Admittedly, the Party I was working in the canteen of Party II however there is, nothing on record including 
appointment letter that she was recruited through well laid down procedure like advertisement, written test, interview etc 
by Party II as posts with Party II are filled up through above recruitment process. There is no dispute that Party I was not 
recruited by Party II through Employment Exchange. It has not been brought on record that she was recruited by CSIR or 
NIO or that she had applied for the post and that she was issued an appointment letter. Party I Smt. SugandhaShirodkar 
has admitted in the cross examination that she was not employed with Party II through employment exchange. She 
claimed that she was told that Party II had issued an advertisement for filling up the posts of canteen works; however, no 
such copy of advertisement has been produced. She claimed that she was called for the interview by Shanti Almeida, but 
no such call letter for the interview has been produced nor it is explained that said Shanti Almeida had authority to issue 
such a letter. She claimed that her salary was directly credited in her account but feigned ignorance whether her salary 
bill was prepaid by Party II. The Statement of account at Exh. 20 colly do not show that she was employed by Party II 
and was paid the salary by Party II. 

17. The Party I, Smt. Sugandha has admitted that she had not signed day to day attendance register and that her 
signature was obtained only once in a month for having attended the duties for the said months by said Smt. Shanti 
Almeida. The Party I has not produced any documents indicating that she made application for the job or that she was 
selected by due process of law or that she was working in the canteen managed and run by the Party II or that that she 
was terminated by Party II, which fortifies the case of Party II that there was no employer-employee relationship between 
them and that she was never on the rolls of NIO as an employee. The Party I has produced on record a Certificate dated 
07.02.2006 at Exh. 21 issued by Secretary, NIO, Departmental Canteen stating that Party I was working on contract as 
Office Assistant in the NIO Departmental Canteen for National Institute of Oceanography. The said certificate has been 
disputed by Party II. Even it is considered that she was working for the canteen, there is nothing on record that she is the 
employee of Party II and was appointed by it by following prescribed procedures. The Party I failed to show that she has 
been paid by Party II and that her work was supervised and controlled by Party II. It has not been shown by her that Party 
II was running the said canteen. If the canteen is run by the canteen committee consisting of the employees of NIO and 
that she was working in the said canteen, the Party I cannot claim any reliefs against Party II in the absence of employer- 
employee relationship between the two. 

18. The Party I has thus failed to overcome the test laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of M/s. 
Workmen of Nilgiri Co-op. Mkt. Society Ltd., supra nor shown that she was appointed by Party II or that she was paid 
salary/remuneration by it or that the disciplinary action was initiated by Party II and therefore the contention of Learned 
SuhaasNaik as stated above cannot be accepted having any merits. The Party I having failed to show that she was 
employed by Party II and was posted in the canteen of Party II from 02.02.2004 till 31.07.2006, either as casual labourer 
or otherwise, drawing salary from Party II, it cannot be said that the termination of her services was effected by Party II 
or that it is illegal and unjustified. Hence, the above issues are answered in the negative. 

ISSUE NO. 4. 5 AND 6 ; 

19. Learned Adv. Shri SuhaasNaik for Party I has submitted that the action of Party II in terminating the services of 
Party I workman is illegal, unjustified and bad-in-law and that prior to her illegal termination of services, the Party II has 
failed to conduct any enquiry of whatsoever nature nor Party I was paid any wages or compensation nor she was given 
any prior notice or pay in lieu of notice. He further submitted that no notice, notice pay has been served by the employer 
NIO and as such there is complete violation of the statutory provisions of law as required under section 25-F or the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and hence the Party I workman named in the schedule or reference is entitled for 
immediate reinstatement, full back wages and continuity in service with Party I employer. 

20. Per contra, Ld. Adv. Shri K. P Anilkumar for Party II has submitted and rightly so that NIO is one of the 
National Laboratories set up by the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research and is under administrative Control of 
CSIR which is under the Ministry of Science and Technology as stated by Shri Mohan Ganesh Dalvi in his affidavit. He 
also stated that the object of the council of the Scientific Research is for the promotion; guidance and coordination of the 
scientific and industrial research in India including the institution and the financing of specific research, etc. The CSIR or 
any its Laboratories including NIO have not indulged in any activity of business, trade or manufacture. It is merely a 
Research Institute. It is also not a commercial enterprise. The research conducted by NIO is for the benefit of India as a 
Nation and also for the benefit of mankind. Thus, NIO does not come within the scope of definition of the term 
‘Industry’ as defined under Section 2(j) of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 and therefore the present dispute is not 
maintainable. It is also held by the Apex Court in the case of Physical Research Laboratory vs. K. G. Sharma passed 
on08.04.1997 that CSIR is not an Industry as defined under Industrial Dispute Act as the Institute is doing only physical 
research and are governed by Central Civil Service Rules and was performing such activities for the betterment of 
scientific knowledge which cannot come in the purview of Industry. It is therefore Party II is not an Industry within the 
meaning of Section 2(j) of Industrial Disputes Act. The Tribunal therefore has no jurisdiction to decide the reference as 
the dispute is not an industrial dispute. Hence, the issues no. 4, 5, and 6 are answered in the negative. 
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ISSUE NO. 7: 

21. The Party I has failed to prove that she was working as an Office Assistant in the canteen of Party II and that the 
termination of her services by Party II is illegal and unjustified and hence, the Party I is not entitled for any reliefs. 

22. In the result, I pass the following: 

ORDER 

(i) It is hereby held that there was no employer-employee relationship between the Party I and the Party II 
and that the termination of services of Party I was not effected by the management of Party II i.e. 
National Institute of Oceanography. 

(ii) Party I /workman Smt. SugandhaShirodkar is therefore not entitled to any relief. 

(iii) No order as to costs. 

(iv) Inform the Government accordingly. 

VINCENT D’SILVA, Presiding Officer 

19^TTi, 2019 

WIM. 1341.— G gift, WT^ft^T -^<0, 4l4l41d 'HGbH sfl'illRl =b srflpTTm 

15.07.2019 % *TT?> cHP aPTfsT 3T«RT SUHTT TT mm % mPt 

3ht% tup htttt a^frfrm srfikfmnr mm mm nwh<i, % ftenfk mfskpift 

% mm TT snRRxb w mfmt f i 


New Delhi, the 19th July, 2019 


[4. 31-11016/04/2017- 41OH U 4 -II] 
mmfkrmmT, aTmrmRrm 


S.O. 1341. —The President is pleased to entrust the additional charge of the post of Presiding Officer, Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad to Shri Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jaipur for a period of six months with effect from 15.7.2019 
or till the post is filled on regular basis or until further orders, whichever is the earliest. 


[No. A-l 1016/04/2017-CLS-II] 
SANJEEV NANDA, Under Secy. 

22 2019 

mrr.mr. 1342.— 4 i 4 lP<b f 4 mim stRiReft, 1947 (1947 mm m) 44 httt 17 ^ srgmrnm 4 7 p 4 m TRmmv 
f?i J lcbH| 4k 4 ut 4 tf4m felf44m ymmcTcT 7^ Pi ill G chi' sfk 73^ <b4<bl4 4> 4m 4 

PRte sfPrrfkr fcRTR 4 7p4m 'j-KcpK kiLilPch mkcTmTcTT 4 4mm (4m4 wit 01 /2012) mk mrnmRrm 

mmfl t, m 4 cfcnflii mrnpR m 4 22.07.2019 mk wm man sit i 


[4 W-12025/01 /2019-3T14 3TR (4t.l)] 
4r. vm. f4m, sure mf4m 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1342. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.01/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Kolkata as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Hongkong & Shanghai Banking 
Corporation Ltd and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.07.2019. 

[No. L-12025/01/2019-IR (B-l)] 

B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Application No. CGIT-01 of 2012 
(Under Section 2A of the I.D. Act, 1947) 

Parties: Shri Saptarshi Mukherjee, 

41, Babubagan Lane, 

P.S. Dhakuria, 

Kolkata - 700031 ... Applicant 

- Vs- 

M/s. Hongkong & Shanghai Banking Corporation Ltd., 

31 Binoy Badal Dinesh Bag, 

Kolkata - 700001 ... Opp. Party 

Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Applicant : Mr. Suvodip Bhattacharya, learned counsel 

On behalf of the Opposite Parties : Mr. S.H. Quader, learne counsel 


State: West Bengal. Industry: Banking 

Dated: 10 th July, 2019 

AWARD 

This is an application under Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called as the Act of 
1947 for convenience) filed by the concerned workman, Shri Saptarshi Mukherjee challenging his termination order 
dated 20 th February, 1997 as illegal and also praying for his reinstatement with full back wages including promotional 
allowance. The Opposite Party has filed its reply in which the maintainability of application under Section 2A of the Act 
of 1947 has been challenged on the ground of limitation. 

2. Learned counsel for the Opposite Party has contended that the Act of 1947 prescribes limitation of only three 
years to file application under Section 2A. He relied on Swapan Adhikari V. State of West Bengal, 2014(4) CHN 
435(CAL) in support of his contention. 

3. Learned counsel for the Applicant relied on Municipal Corporation, Jabalpur V. Presiding Officer, Labour 
Court and Another, 2018 LLR 150 has submitted that where the workman has raised dispute at belated stage, even after 
several years, the application under Section 2A of the Act of 1947 has been held to be maintainable. 

4. Admittedly the termination order was passed on 20 th February, 1997 and this application under Section 2A of 
the Act of 1947 was moved on 13 th February, 2012, i.e., approximately 15 years from the date of his termination. Section 
2A(3) of the Act of 1947 prescribes period of limitation for filing application to challenge dismissal or termination under 
this section which reads as follows: 

“2A(3) The application referred to in sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the 
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as 
specified in sub-section (1).” 

5. From the above quoted provision it is established that the application under Section 2A of the Act of 19 can only 
be filed before the expiry of three years from the date of termination of service which is admittedly not done in the 
present case. Learned counsel for the Applicant has submitted that the workman had challenged his termination before 
the civil court and after conciliation proceeding before the Regional Labour Commissioner the Opposite Party has gone 
before the Hon’ble High Court by filing Writ Petition No. 640 of 2000. It is also submitted that the Hon’ble High Court 
of Calcutta in Writ Petition No. 388 of 2003 has given liberty to the Applicant to file his application before the 
appropriate authority under the Act of 1947. The learned counsel has relied on paragraphs quoted below from the 
judgment passed by the Hon’ble High Court in the above writ petition on 20 th May, 2011- 

“I am, accordingly, of the view that the petitioners have not made out any case for invoking the Constitutional 
Writ Jurisdiction of this Court seeking invalidation of the proceeding, which has been instituted before the 
authorities under the Industrial Disputes Act. The petitioners shall be entitled to raise the points on the strength 
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of which the present petition has been filed in course of the proceeding before the authorities under the said Act. 
The writ petition is accordingly dismissed. All interim orders passed in this matter shall stand dissolved. 

Since the writ petition itself is being dismissed, connected application being GA No. 1299 of 2003 for all 
practical purpose becomes infructuous and shall stand disposed of. 

The interim order passed in this writ petition shall stand dissolved. Let the appropriate authority under the 
Industrial Disputes Act take further steps in this matter expeditiously so that the controversy could be resolved 
at an early stage. I however make it clear that the forum constituted under the said Act shall examine the 
question of maintainability of the dispute on its own merit. I have refrained from addressing the said issue on 
merit for the reasons indicated in the earlier part of this judgment. ” 

6. After perusal of above quoted paragraphs I have failed to find out any liberty given to the Applicant to file this 
application condoning delay in filing the application or condoning the period consumed in litigation before the Hon’ble 
High Court. 

7. The case law cited by the learned counsel for the Applicant, Municipal Corporation, Jabalpur (supra) has no 
applicability to the facts of the instant case and the same is distinguishable on facts and law. In the above quoted case law 
the workman has not raised any demand disputing his termination. Therefore, the corporation contended that the 
termination order was acceptable to the workman concerned. The Court held that the dispute comes into existence when 
any demand is raised by the workman and refused by the management and when the demand was not raised by the 
workman, no dispute came into existence. The relevant portion of the judgment is worth quoting - 

“42.3 Since there is no period of limitation, it gives right to the workman to raise the dispute even belatedly. 
However, if the dispute is raised after a long period, it has to be seen as to whether such a dispute still 
exists?Thus, notwithstanding the fact that law of limitation does not apply, it is to be shown by the workman that 
there is a dispute in praesenti. For this purpose, he has to demonstrate that even if considerable period has 
lapsed and there are latches and delays, such delay has not resulted into making the industrial dispute cease to 
exist. Therefore, if the workman is able to give satisfactory explanation for these latches and delays and 
demonstrate that the circumstances disclose that issue is still alive, delay would not come in his way because of 
the reason that law of limitation has no application. On the other hand, if because of such delay dispute no 

longer remains alive and is to be treated as “dead”, then it would be non-existent dispute which cannot be 

referred. ” 

8. In above cited case law the matter was alive even after lapse of considerable period of time and the workman 
submitted the reference before conciliation officer after inordinate delay of 4 years from the date of accrual of cause of 
action, i.e., raising of dispute. Moreover it was a case of reference under Section 10 of the Act of 1947. Hence ratio of the 
case has got no bearing to the instant case under Section 2A of the Act of 1947. 

9. In the instant case, it appears that the workman was regularly pursuing his case before the Regional Labour 

Commissioner and also before the Civil Court which was denied by the Opposite Party. Then the dispute had arisen the 
moment the demand was made by the workman challenging the illegality of his termination order dated 20 th February, 
1997 when it was denied by the management. Filing case before the Civil Court by the workman and filing writ petition 
by the management before the High Court show that the parties contested their respective cases by tooth and nail. So, it 
cannot be said that the dispute did not come into existence and the application is filed within three years when it arose. 

10. Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in Swapan Adhikary case (supra) has held that right conferred under Section 2A 
of the Act of 1947 lapses immediately preceding the date of three years of the date of dismissal. It has also been held that 
provision of Section 2A(3) of the Act of 1947 operates independently, no matter conciliation proceedings are pending. 

11. In view of above facts and circumstances, I am of the considered view that the application under Section 2A of 
the Act of 1947 is highly time barred. Therefore, rejected. 

Dated, Kolkata 

10 July, 2019 

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
'Tij Rcrcril, 22 egcrll^, 2019 
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#1. tjTT. ftpe, SlcR TfRd 





[tTFT II—tsPrg 3(ii)] 


THTT WT TFTO : 27, 2019/ffUUT 5, 1941 


5695 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1343. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 93/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Lcibour Court No -II 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.07.2019. 

[No. L-12025/01/2019-IR (B-l)] 
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 
Present: Sh. A.K. Singh, Presiding Officer 

ID No. 93/2014 
Registered on:-01.07.2014 

Sh. Ajay Sood, S/o Late Sh. Amar Singh, Village & Post Office, 

Bhawarna, District Kangra (HP) .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. State Bank of India, through its Deputy General Manager (Business & Operations), State Bank of India Zonal 
Office 40, SDA Commercial Complex, Kasumpti, Shimla-171009(HP). 

2. Regional Manager, State Bank of India, Regional Business Officer, 

Centre Point Building, Civil Lines, Dharamshala, District Kangra (HP) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on:- 09.07.2019 

1. The workman has directly filed this claim petition under Section 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
with the averment that he was an employee of the State Bank of India, right from the year 1979 up to the date of his 
illegal termination from 06.11.2013. Aggrieved with the order of dismissal dated 06.11.2013 followed by an appellate- 
authority order dated 03.01.2014, workman has preferred this industrial dispute after failure of the conciliation 
proceedings, for setting aside the order of dismissal. Initially workman was appointed as Clerk-cum-Cashier in the 
management/respondent-bank on 25.06.1979 and subsequently promoted as Senior Assistant, Special Assistant and 
finally Senior Special Assistant in the year 2011. Though, he was to superannuate on 31.01.2012 however, he was 
granted extension of two years and as such, his date of superannuation happened to be 31.01.2014. During the long 
service, he had excellent service record and annual confidential reports securing 10 out of 10 marks and 8 out of 10 
marks for the year 2012-13. The workman was served with a memorandum dated 05.01.2013, whereby the disciplinary- 
authority decided to initiate proceedings for the imposition of major penalty on account of alleged gross misconduct 
based on totally false and baseless grounds through charge-sheet mentioning 9 charges (Annexure P-1). The workman 
submitted the reply(Annexure P-2) of charge-sheet vide letter dated 09.02.2013. It is pertinent to mention that while 
submitting the charge-sheet, the list of witnesses or documents were not given to the workman even without considering 
the reply of the workman, disciplinary-authority vide its order dated 04.03.2013(Annexure P-3) ordered the instigation of 
enquiry. The disciplinary authority appointed enquiry officer as well as presenting officer and the date of first hearing 
was fixed for 11.04.2013 of which date, the list of witnesses and documents were given to the workman. The witnesses 
were examined by the enquiry officer separately with respect to the separate parties but copies of the statement of 
witnesses and day to day proceedings were not given to the workman. The workman requested to the enquiry officer vide 
its letter dated 26.03.2013(Annexure P-6) for supplying of the documents which were very vital for defence of the 
workman but it was refused by the enquiry officer. After concluding the enquiry, the next date for examination of 
defence witnesses was fixed on 03.09.2013. The workman supplied the list of witnesses who were examined by him but 
due to suffering from liver cirrhosis and treatment at different hospitals including FORTIS Hospital, request was made 
by the workman for postponing the enquiry through letters(Annexure P-8, P-9, P-10, P-11, P-12, P-13, P-14 and P-15) 
with respect to grant of leave but working of the enquiry officer was not impartial as such, a legal notice dated 
08.10.2013(Annexure P-16) was sent by the workman to the disciplinary authority for change of enquiry officer on 
various grounds along with copy to the enquiry officer. The disciplinary authority or the enquiry officer did not consider 
the request of the workman for postponement of the enquiry proceedings or the change of enquiry officer despite the fact 
that workman was seriously ill resulting the ex parte enquiry vide order dated 11.10.2013 by the enquiry officer. Enquiry 
officer did not issue summon to the defence witnesses and enquiry officer choose to proceed ex parte and submit his 
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enquiry report(Annexure P-18) holding that all the charges have been proved against the workman. Disciplinary 
authority issued show cause notice dated 22.10.2013 concurring findings of the enquiry officer with proposed 
punishment of dismissal from service. The workman requested for supply of the copies of the enquiry report and grant 
him time for reply to the show cause notice but of no use, resulting appearance of the workman for personal hearing on 
05.11.2013 but on the said date, the officer discharging the duties of disciplinary authority was on leave and ultimately 
without giving opportunity of being heard disciplinary authority passed the impugned order dated 06.11.2013 in haste 
manner. It is alleged that the impugned order of dismissal has been passed without giving reasonable opportunity for 
examining defence witnesses and submission of enquiry report to the workman with mala fide intention which is liable 
to be set aside and the workman be ordered to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits including salary etc. 

2. Management of State Bank of India have filed written statement, alleging therein that workman was dismissed 

from service vide order dated 06.11.2013 which was upheld by the appellate-authority vide order dated 03.01.2014. 
After due consideration as a result of fair and proper enquiry proceedings the workman was given full opportunity to 
prove his innocence, applying the principles of natural justice. The opportunity of personal hearing was also afforded to 
the workman by appellate-authority. After duly considering the facts and finding of the enquiry report has rejected the 
appeal preferred by the workman vide its order dated 03.01.2014. In fact, the workman while posted in Palampur 
Branch, committed a grave misconduct as per service conditions governing him on 05.01.2013 with specific charges. 
The workman has neither got any cause of action to prefer the present reference nor case on merit thus, the same is 
declined at the very outset. The list of witnesses and documents were given to the workman on the very first date of 
enquiry during the enquiry proceedings which has been admitted by the workman himself in the opening line of Para 8 of 
the statement of claim. It is also admitted that the disciplinary authority has correctly considered the evidence on record 
and also after analyzing the evidence and facts of the case passed the order of punishment. It is averred that workman did 
not allow the enquiry officer to proceed with the enquiry proceedings on one pretext or the other with the mala fide 
intentions to delay the enquiry proceedings. The opportunity of hearing is fully afforded to the workman by the enquiry 
officer and even public notice was published in the daily news paper The Tribune on 04.10.2013 to put up his defence if 
any. The copy of the enquiry report was dully supplied to the workman and after proper and legal enquiry the workman 
was terminated from the services as such, workman is not entitled for any relief prayed in the claim petition. 

3. The workman has filed its rejoinder, reiterating the same facts alleged in the claim petition as such, it does not 
required to be repeated again. 

4. The Tribunal after giving an opportunity to both the parties to lead evidence on fairness of enquiry passed an 
order dated 11.02.2016, holding that enquiry is not conducted in fair and reasonable manner against the principle of 
natural justice. The order is not challenged by the management and it has gain the finality. 

5. After passing the order regarding the fairness of enquiry, parties were given opportunity to adduce evidence. 
Management has examined Sh. D.C. Jagotra, Branch Manager, who filed his affidavit Ex.MWl along with documents 
Ex.M-1 to M-34, Arjun Singh, Deputy Manager as MW2 and Miss Amita Saini, Branch Manager as MW3, who are 
cross-examined by the workman-counsel. Witness Arjun Singh Dogra MW2 has accepted during cross-examination that 
he does not remember that he was present in the chamber of the Branch Manager when the alleged incident took place. 
Similarly, witness Amita Saini MW3 has alleged that the occurrence of 28.05.2012 took place between 11 am to 12 pm, 
which is against the version of the management as such, her presence on the day of incident became doubtful. 

6. Workman Ajay Sood filed his affidavit Ex.WWl/A along with documents Ex.WWl/1 to WW1/5 and affidavit 
of witness Dharmender as Ex.WW2/A. During the course of cross-examination witness Dharmender has accepted that he 
has not read the affidavit before making his signature on it as he is not aware with the English. He has also accepted that 
he does not know anything mentioned in the affidavit filed as evidence. Thus, statement of Dharmender has become 
irrelevant in the eye of law as he is not aware with the facts alleged in his affidavit. 

7. Evidence of the workman Ajay Sood and management witness D.C. Jagotra, Branch Manager shall be discussed 
at relevant time during the course of discussion. 

8. Heard the learned counsel of the workman Sh. S.C. Gupta and management counsel Sh. S.K. Gupta and perused 
the file as well as written arguments submitted by both the parties. 

9. Learned counsel of the workman during the course of argument submitted that perusal of the evidence on 
record goes to show that management has not been able to prove the charges leveled against the workman. It is further 
submitted that even if it is presumed that charges are proved even then they relates to be minor misconduct for which 
extreme penalty of dismissal is not required by law. Learned counsel has submitted that workman has already rendered 
more than 32 years of unblemished service in the management-bank and the punishment of dismissal from service 
awarded to the claimant/workman vide impugned order dated 03.01.2014 is very harsh and disproportionate against the 
charges leveled against him. Learned counsel also submitted that workman has good service record throughout his 
career. Learned counsel submitted that workman was a trade union leader and in order to harass the workman for raising 
grievances of the employees of the bank he is terminated from the service in mala fide manner on the basis of enquiry 
report which is held by this Tribunal against the principle of natural justice without giving opportunity to the workman to 
defend himself vide order dated 25.09.2018. Learned counsel for the workman has also contended that the punishment of 
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dismissal from service is discriminatory in nature and this Tribunal has got power under Section 11-A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act to alter or modify the impugned order of dismissal by taking lenient view while exercising power under 
Section 11-A of the Act. Learned counsel has placed reliance to the case of M/s Firestone Tyre Vs. Management 
(1973)1 SCC page 813 and Ramakant Mishra Vs. State of U.P. (1982)3 SCC page 346, Vikram Aditya Pandey, 2013 
page 423. 

10. Per contra, learned counsel for the management argued that action of the disciplinary authority in passing the 
dismissal order is commensurate with the gravity of misconduct proved against the workman. It is also submitted by the 
learned counsel for the management that role of the Court in departmental proceedings is very limited and the Court 
cannot substitute its own views and finding arises on the basis of the record available. It is further argued that in the 
matter of imposition of sentence power of the Court is very limited to exceptional cases and punishment imposed by the 
disciplinary authority cannot be established to disciplinary view. Learned counsel would submit that being the union 
leader the conduct of the workman on fateful day amounts to gross misconduct where he not only challenged the 
authority of Branch Manager for issuing a letter for the leave already availed by the workman but also created riotous 
atmosphere which is not conducive to the working of the bank. It is further argued that the charges framed against the 
accused are proved by the evidence of the witnesses of the management examined on oath as well as documentary 
evidence filed by the Tribunal. Learned counsel argued that charges proved against the workman amounts to gross 
misconduct for which one of the prescribed punishment is termination which is awarded by the authority-concerned 
within its jurisdiction. Conclusively it is contended that workman is not entitled to any lenient view by the Tribunal in 
the light of the power conferred under Section 11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Learned counsel of the 
management has relied on the judgment of the Hon’ble apex court in the cases of P.D. Aggarwal Vs. State Bank of 
India and Oths. 2006(4) SLR Pase 47, Suyreme Court, Usha Breco Mazdoor Sangh Vs. Management of Usha Breco 
and Am., 2008(5) SLR vase 214, Suyreme Court and Mahindra and MaMndra Ltd. Vs. N.B. Naravade, 2005 LLR 
360. The order of the Tribunal regarding the fairness of enquiry has become final as it is not challenged by the 
management. 

11. It is fairly settled that in departmental enquiry or proceeding before the Tribunal, disciplinary authority is 
required to prove charges on preponderance of probability and not of proof beyond reasonable doubt. Reference may be 
made of the judgment of Supreme Court in the case of Union of India Vs. Sardar Bahadur(1974)4 SCC 618, R.S Singh 
Vs. State of Punjab and other(1999)8 SCC page 90, State Bank of India Vs. Narender Kumar Pandey, Civil Appeal 
No.263/2013 dated 14.01.2013. Before appreciating the evidence on record regarding the proof of charges submitted by 
both the parties it will be desirable to mention all the charges framed against the workman to illustrate the evidence in 
respect of the concerned charges. The charges framed against the workman are as follows:- 

“ Charge No.l :- You created nuisance in the Branch premises during the business hours and disrupted 
smooth and normal functioning of the Branch on 28.05.2012 when a letter bearing No.Br/AWS/1 regarding 
your unauthorized absence was served on you. You misbehaved with the Branch Manager, tore the Letter 
No.Br/AWS/1 Dated 28.05.2012 into pieces, while shouting “No Branch Manager has dared to issue me 
letter prior to this”. 

Charge No.2 :- You did GALI-GLOCH and threatened the Branch Manager on 28.05.2012 while using 
abusive language. 

Charge No.3 :- You demonstrated before Palampur ADB Branch on 28.05.2012 without giving prior notice to 
the Bank with regard to demonstration. Subsequently, you organized lunchtime demonstration from 
08.06.2012 to 18.06.2012 again without giving any prior notice. 

Charge No.4 :- On 29.05.2012, you disrupted the smooth working of the Branch by insisting that the box 
containing remittance be taken out by the Branch Manager. When an officer namely Shri Surjeet Singh 
volunteered to lift the box, you came along with Shri Madan Bhandari Senior Special Assistant and shri 
Ram Mai Guard up to the entrance of the Branch and while Shri Surjeet Singh was carrying the remittance 
box. While Shri Surjeet Singh was trying to engage the services of canteen boy to carry the box up to the 
vehicle, this was prevented by you and above employees. 

Charge No.5 :- You deliberately flouted system and procedures on several occasion in the past with an 
intention to undermine the authority of the Branch Manager in the Branch and in the process seriously 
increasing operational risk of the branch. One instance is given as under: 

When the Branch Manager asked you for special leave application already availed of from 05.04.2012 to 
11.04.2012, you instead of giving leave application, superimposed with remarks ‘Special Central Committee 
Meeting’ in the attendance register in gross violation of service rules. 

Charge No.6 :- You unauthorizedly absented yourself from duty on 23.05.2012 and 26.05.2012 without any 
intimation or application. 

Charge No. 7:- You disobeyed office order dated 17.07.2012 and 18.07.2012 and did not work as case 
Manager from 17.07.2012 to 19.07.2012. 
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Charge No .8:- You proceeded on medical leave from 26.07.2012 again without producing relevant medical 
certificate. 

Charge No .9:- You issued a cheque bearing No. 043887 dated 20.08.2012 amounting to Rs.375000/- in favour 
of Sh. Sarvesh Arora from account No.11358897046 without having sufficient balance in the account which 
was returned on 01.09.2012. 

12. As regards, charges framed against the workman, there is no evidence at all regarding the charge no.2 and 5 
while charge no.9 is beyond consideration of Tribunal as it relates to the criminal offence for issuing a cheque without 
having sufficient balance in the account which was returned subsequently. There is no complaint by Sh. Suresh Arora as 
is admitted by the management witness MW1 D.C. Jagotra during the cross examination. Similarly, the first part of the 
charge no.5 is certainly vague while subsequent part of charge no.5 has not been supported by any of the witness of the 
management Sh. D.C. Jagotra, Branch Manager, MW1, Arjun Singh, Deputy Manager MW2 and Miss Amita Saini, 
Branch Manager as MW3. 

13. So far charge no. 2, 3 and 4 are concerned. There is no sufficient evidence on record to observed that charges 
are proved in the light of principle of preponderance of probability because the fact of demonstration from 8.6.2012 to 
18.6.2012 does not find support from the evidence of witness of the management MW2 Arjun Singh, MW3 Amita Saini. 
Even the witness of the management D.C. Jagotra has not stated anything in his affidavit filed as evidence. Similarly, 
regarding the charge no.4 witnesses examined by the management have admitted that Surjeet Singh was not authorized 
to carry cash-box. Even Branch Manager D.C. Jagotra has admitted during the course of cross-examination that Surjeet 
Singh was not authorized to pick the cash box and workman has made objection because there is likelihood of untoward 
incident. Witness MW2 Arjun Singh has alleged in his affidavit that Surjeet was stopped by the workman along with 
M.L. Bhandari and Guard-Rajmal. It was M.L. Bhandari who was cashier on that day and the responsibility to carry 
cash-box was with workman who was assigned for cash remittance to be sent to Palampur main-branch. The CCTV 
footage Ex.R-1 also does not indicate any such riotous incident at relevant time as alleged in the charge. 

14. Charge number 6, 7 and 8 relates with the unauthorized absent and disobedience of the Branch Manager order 
regarding the duty of workman as assigned for cash manager. Undoubtedly, workman was absent on 23.05.2012, 
25.05.2012 and 26.05.2012 from duty. MW1 witness D.C. Jagotra has alleged that workman had not taken leave but this 
fact is denied by the workman in his affidavit by saying that he always informed the Manager or Accountant before 
proceeding on any type of leave in writing or telephonically. The version of the Branch Manager, MW1 D.C. Jagotra 
becomes conspicuous when he accepts that he does not remember that he has noted down the absence of workman on 
25.05.2012 or 26.05.2012 in the attendance register and he may have written “absent without information” afterwards. 
Thus, Branch Manager himself is not sure about the endorsement made by him regarding the absence of the workman in 
attendance register for relevant dates. 

15. For the sake of argument, if it is presumed that workman has not informed to the Branch Manager for the leave 
even then it comes within the minor misconduct vide Rule 7(d) of the award staff settlement 2012 relied by both the 
parties. Similarly, charge no.8 relates to medical leave. Branch Manager D.C. Jagotra has admitted in his cross- 
examination that workman was on leave on 26.05.2019 and he continuously submitted leave application along with 
improper medical certificate. He has further admitted that he does not remember as to how medical certificate was 
improper. Learned counsel of the workman contended that utmost Branch Manager was entitled to refer the matter to the 
medical board rather to decide the genuineness of medical certificate without knowing anything about its validity. I am 
of the opinion that contention of the workman-counsel is justified to the extent that Branch Manager without enquiring 
genuineness of the medical certificate and referring the matter to the medical board has wrongly observed that medical 
certificate submitted was improper. Thus, I am of the opinion that contention of the workman-counsel is justified in 
given circumstances and it cannot be observed that workman made himself absent without sufficient reason on medical 
grounds. 

16. The most contentious charge no.l against the workman relates to creation of nuisance during business hour of 
the bank and disrupting functioning when letter dated 28.05.2012 Ex.M-1. Regarding his unauthorized absence is served 
to him and he in a threatening gesture said to the Manager that “no Branch Manager has dare to issue letter prior to me” 
and tore the letter. The learned counsel of the claimant/workman would contend that these facts are not proved by the 
statement of management-witness MW2 Arjun Singh and MW3 Amita Saini as Arjun Singh has submitted that he did 
not remember his presence in the chamber of Branch Manager at the time of the alleged incident while Amita Saini has 
alleged that occurrence took place between 11 am to 12 pm while occurrence is alleged to be happened at 4 pm onwards. 
I am of the opinion that contention of the learned counsel of workman has no force in the light of the admission of the 
workman himself during the cross-examination. He has clearly admitted that he uttered words “No Branch Manager has 
dare to issue letter prior to me.” Legally speaking admitted facts need not be proved in view of Section 58 of the 
Evidence Act. Though, workman has clearly denied that he did not tear the letter issued by the Branch Manager about his 
absence. In fact, the incident of tearing of letter is not clearly visual in pendrive of CCTV footage but, I am of the 
opinion that this specific facts has found place in charge no.l framed against workman and he was in possession of the 
letter issued to him by Branch manager which could be placed on record to substantiate the version of non-tearing of 
letter but workman has not submitted the letter for the reason best known to him. So, adverse inference is plausible 
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conclusion against the workman on this issue. The CCTV footage also reveals the indicant conduct of the workman 
which was not upto the mark as a disciplined-employee of bank at relevant time. 

17. Learned counsel of the workman while placing reliance in the case of Rama Kant Mishra Vs. State of UP 
(1982)3 SCC vase 346 argued that the behavior of the workman in chamber of Branch Manager could not be treated as 
misconduct as there was no intention of the workman to defy the authority of Branch Manager or challenge the authority 
by doing insubordination through such acts. As per learned counsel of the workman, Hon’ble Supreme Court has treated 
such act in above mentioned case as use of indiscreet language or may be said to be indecent or may be disclosing a 
threatening posture and misconduct attributed to the workman is not subversive of discipline. I am not convince with the 
argument of the learned counsel as case relied by the counsel is distinguishable from the facts of the case in hand. 
Language used by the concerned workman in above case disclosed through posture and occurrence took place during the 
conversation/discussion between the workman and senior officers. Contrary to this, there is sufficient evidence, in case 
in hand, regarding the subsequent conduct of the workman in tearing the letter issued by the Branch Manager, shouting 
and making the offensive gesture towards Branch Manager which evidently prove the misconduct of the workman was to 
not only defy the order of the Branch Manager but showing his authority as union leader by calling other employees 
through telephone in chamber of Branch Manager. 

18. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Inspector Prem Chand Vs. Government of N.C.T. Delhi & Ors. 
Civil Appeal No.1815/2007 decided on 5.4.2007 , has held that misconduct arising from ill-motive or intention and not an 
act of negligence and errors of judgment are innocent mistake do not constitute such misconduct. It is pertinent to 
mention that motive or intention is abstract things which may be inferred from the conduct, gesture, demeanors or works 
done during the course of incident. After receiving the letter workman entered in the chamber of the Branch Manager 
used the indecent words, challenging the authority of the Branch Manager, indulging in heated discussion and 
subsequently calling of other employees through phone in chamber of the Branch manager is indicative of his motive or 
bad intention to challenge the authority of the Branch Manager which comes within the purview of gross misconduct 
under Rule 5 sub-Clause (c) and (e) of Award Staff Settlement dated 14.04.2012 relied by the parties and punishable 
with dismissal/removal from service or compulsory retirement etc. 

19. There is no dispute that Section 11-A of the Act empowers this Tribunal to interfere with the quantum of 
punishment in appropriate cases(see decision of Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Pepsu Road Transport Corporation 
Versus Rawel Singh, 2008 AIR (SCW) 2099; of Punjab & Haryana High Court in the case/s of Punjab National Bank 
Vs. The Presiding Officer, CGIT & another 2012(2) SLR 631; Harnek Singh Versus State of Haryana & others 
2010(3) SLR 276 and Joginder Lai Versus The Presiding Officer , Labour Court, Ambala & another 1996 SCT 436. 
The discretion is to be exercised judiciously in such cases where order of punishment is quite harsh & disproportionate to 
the gravity of misconduct of the official concerned on the basis of evidence on record. 

20. Next question remains to be seen whether the punishment awarded to the claimant/workman is disproportionate 
to the gravity of the misconduct. Considering the scope of judicial review on the quantum of punishment and referring to 
various cases in Jai Bhagwan Vs. Commissioner of Police & Ors., 2013(4) S.C.T. 607: (2013) 11 SCC 187 , the Apex 
Court held as under:- 

“What is the appropriate quantum of punishment to be awarded to a delinquent is a matter that primarily 
rests in the discretion of the disciplinary authority. An authority sitting in appeal over any such order on 
punishment is by all means entitled to examine the issue regarding the quantum of punishment as much as it 
is entitled to examine whether the charges have been satisfactorily proved. But when any such order is 
challenged before a Service Tribunal or the High Court the exercise of discretion by the competent authority 
in determining and awarding punishment is generally respected except where the same is found to be so 
outrageously disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct that the Court considers it be arbitrary in that 
it is wholly unreasonable. The superior courts and the Tribunal invoke the doctrine of proportionality which 
has been gradually accepted as one of the facets of judicial review. A punishment that it so excessive or 
disproportionate to the offence as to shock the conscience of the Court is seen as unacceptable even when 
courts are slow and generally reluctant to interfere with the quantum of punishment. The law on the subject 
is well settled by a series of decisions rendered by this Court .” 

21. Learned counsel of the management Sh. S.K. Gupta placing reliance in the cases of P.D. Aggarwal Vs. State Bank 
of India and Oths. 2006(4) SLR Page 47, Supreme Court, Usha Breco Mazdoor Sangh Vs. Management of Usha 
Breco and Anr., 2008(5) SLR page 214, Supreme Court and Mahjndra and Mahindra Ltd. Vs. N.B. Xgranule, 2005 
LLR 360, has contended that if the charges framed against the delinquent employee or found to be proved then Tribunal 
has got no power under Section 11(1 )(a) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to minimize the punishment given by the 
disciplinary authority. It is further contended that this is a case in which charges framed against the accused are fully 
proved as such, he is not entitled to any leniency by this Tribunal on the pretext that punishment being disproportionate 
to the gravity of misconduct. I have gone through the cases of the Supreme Court relied by the learned counsel of the 
management. In the case of P.D. Aggarwal Vs. State Bank of India and Oths.(supra), Hon’ble Full Bench of the 
Supreme Court has clearly laid down that even if the charges which have been proved justified imposition of punishment 
of dismissal from service the Court or Tribunal may not exercises its power of judicial review. Similarly, in the case of 
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Usha Breco Mazdoor San eh Vs. Management of Usha Breco and Anr.(supra), Hon’ble Court has held that decision of 
the Court should not to rest on mere hypothesis. It cannot overturn a decision of the management on ipse dixit. 
According to Hon’ble Court on his jurisdiction under Section 11-A of the Act although is a wide one must be judiciously 
exercised. Judicial discretion, it is trite cannot be exercised either whimsically or capriciously it may analyze the 
evidence but what is important is how it does so. Similarly in the case of Mahindra and Mahindra Ltd. Vs. N.B. 
Naravade, 2005 LLR 360, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Para 20 of the judgment has held as follows:- 

“20. It is no doubt that after introduction of Section 11A in the Industrial Disputes Act, certain amount of 
discretion is vested with the labour court/industrial, Tribunal in interfering with the quantum of punishment 
awarded by the management where the concerned workman is found guilty of misconduct. The said area of 
discretion has been very well defined by the various judgments of this Court referred to herein above and it is 
certainly not unlimited as has been observed by the Division Bench of the High Court. The discretion which can 
be exercised under Section 11A is available only on the existence of certain factors like punishment being 
disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct so as to disturb the conscience of the court, or the existence of any 
mitigating circumstances which requires the reduction of the sentence, or the past conduct of the workman 
which may persuade the Labour Court to reduce the punishment. In the absence of any such factor existing, the 
Labour Court cannot by way of sympathy alone exercise the power under Section 11A of the Act and reduce the 
punishment. 

21. The Hon’ble Supreme Court apart from the judgment relied by the learned counsel of the management in 
catena of cases has held that Tribunal or Court has power to interfere with the punishment only when punishment being 
disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct so as to disturb the conscious of the Court. Admittedly, workman was in 
the employment of the bank from the year 1979 since the date of termination i.e. 06.11.2013 meaning thereby that he had 
put more than 33 years of service. Workman was Secretary of the workmen-union. There is nothing on record to prove 
that there was no blameworthy conduct of the workman during the period of 33 years of service he rendered prior to the 
incident of gross misconduct in question. The perusal of the documents filed by the workman reveals that his work was 
outstanding throughout his career and he was given extension for 2 years which is not disputed by the management. 
Hence, in my opinion punishment must be for misconduct proved. To some extant misconduct is a civil crime which is 
vested with sufficient civil and pecuniary situation. In this case it has resulted in dismissal from service in order to avoid 
the charge of vindictiveness justice equity and fairplay demand with punishment may be always be commensurate with 
the gravity of charge. To my mind before exercising the discretion confirmed, the Court has to be satisfied with the order 
of discharge or dismissal was justified in the facts and circumstance of the case. Thus, it is clear that for misconduct of 
workman penalty has to be imposed but extreme penalty of dismissal does not appear to be justified in the facts and 
circumstances of the case. I am of the opinion that extreme penalty of dismissal from service is too harsh to 
commensurate with the punishment of dismissal while workman has unblemished career of more than 33 years of service 
and was at the end of superannuation of extended period of his service. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case is State 
Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur Vs. Nami Chand Nalwaya Civil Appeal No.5861 of 2007 dated 01.03.2011, has held that 
in cases where proven charge did not involve either misappropriation or fraudulent conduct and other circumstances of 
the case are favourable to the extent of substituting the punishment the Court may substitute the punishment according to 
the nature of charge proved. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has substituted the punishment of dismissal by compulsory 
retirement in that case. The case in hand is not related with the misconduct of fraud, cheating or misappropriation of the 
bank-property. The work and conduct of the workman-claimant has been remained outstanding throughout his career and 
resulting his extension of service for two years. Hence, in view of the facts and circumstances of the case, this Tribunal 
uphold the finding of guilt regarding the proven charge discussed above and the punishment of dismissal is modified to 
compulsory retirement with all consequential benefits. 

22. The reference is answered accordingly. Let copy of the award be sent to the Central Government for 
publication as required under Section 17 of the Act. 


A.K. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1344. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 74/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s South India Mines & Mineral Industries Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 16.07.2019. 


[No. L-2901 l/5/2017-IR(M)] 
D.K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT CHENNAI 


Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, LL.M. Presiding Officer 

I.I). No. 74/2017 

Monday, the 8 th July,2019 

Sri G. Mariappan 
S/o (Late) P. Ganapathy Konar 
5/11, Yadava North Street 
Pudur PO 

Tirunelveli-627905 : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Executive Director 

M/s. South India Mines & Mineral Industrial Ltd. 

315, Narayana Nagar, Sankar Nagar 

Tirunelveli-627357 : 2 nd Party/Management 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2 nd Party/Management : Sri A. Krishnamoorthy, Authorized Representative 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-29011/5/2017 (IR(M) dtd. 
27.06.2017 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 


“Whether the action of the management of South India Mines & Minerals Industries Ltd., Sankar Nagar in 
terminating Sri G. Mariappan, an ex-mazdoor/worker from sendee w.e.f. 01.01.2015 is just, legal and fair? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the above reference from the appropriate Government, the dispute on reference is registered in ID 
No. 74/2017 and notices were issued to both the parties for their appearance fixing the case to 21.07.2017. Since then, the 
case is dragged for such a long period till 02.07.2019 intervening almost 17 adjournments i.e, 5 adjournments in the year 
2017, 6 adjournments in the year 2018 and thereafter again the case posted to several dates i.e. 22.01.2019, 12.02.2019, 
04.03.2019, 25.03.2019, 13.05.2019 and then to 02.07.2019. 

It appears even if sufficient opportunities were made available to the petitioner, did not turn up. Thus, the Tribunal is not 
in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by the appropriate government due default in appearance and 
participation of the petitioner. On the other hand, it deems there is non-existence of any Industrial Dispute for 
adjudication. Hence the Final order . 

In the result the reference is answered against the petitioner. 

An Award is passed accordingly. 


DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 


pt. tjtt- 3001 1/68/1999-3irf3{TT (rnq-)] 

ft. f. fWH, 3 Rt nf^ 


S.O. 1345. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/LabourCourt, 
Guwahati now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s O.N.G.C. Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 17.07.2019. 

[No. L-3001 l/68/1999-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, GUWAHATI, ASSAM 


Present: Shri Mrinmoy Kumar Bhattacharjee, M.A., LL.B. Presiding Officer, 


CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati. 


Ref. Case No.03 of 2016 


i/c Ref. 05/2015 ( Ref. No.8(C)/2000 
Arising out of W.P(C) No. 2139 of 2008 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between 
Smti. Tulu Borah & 19 Ors, Sibsagar, Assam. 

-Vrs- 

The Management of O.N.G.C., Nazira, Sibsagar 
APPEARANCES 
For the Workmen 
For the Management 

AWARD 


: Mr. A.Dasgupta, Sr. Advocate. 

: Mr. G.N.Sahewalla, Sr. Advocate. 
Ms. S.Senapati, Advocate. 


.. .Claimants/ Workmen 


... O.P./Management 


Date of Award: 11.07.2019 


1. The present industrial dispute between management of the ONGC and workers (as per list) was referred to this 
Tribunal by the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New Delhi vide Notification 
No. L-3001 l/68/99/IR(M) dt. 16.3.2000 with the following schedule:- 

“Whether the services of the workmen (list enclosed) working directly under ONGC management in the first 
phase of service and later engaged on contract basis can be reinstated and regularized? If so, to what relief 
they are entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were issued to the relevant parties. The parties appeared and filed their 
respective written statements. 

3. The case of the concerned workers was that 19 of them (as per list enclosed) were serving as Typists, Khalasi, 
Office Assistant in various establishments/offices of ONGC at Sibsagar. Initially they were directly engaged by the 
ONGC in the year 1985-86 and they worked in that capacity till 1992 though on record it was shown that they had been 
working as contract labourers under a Contractor named T.Phukon since 1987. The concerned workers claimed that since 
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the Contractor Mr. T.Phukan obtained his license only in the year 1992 so they could not be considered as contract 
labourers under Mr. T.Phukan since 1987. It was also claimed that till 1992 these workers were directly paid by the 
ONGC and they also worked along with regular employees. It was further stated that Shri Khirod Ch. Keot, Smti Tulu 
Bora and Smti. Santi Prabha Das were engaged as Typists by the ONGC in the year 1985 and till December, 1996 they 
were shown as the employees of ONGC Ltd. Subsequently they were shown as contract labourers engaged through the 
contractor. It was also stated that engagement of contract labour in the job of typing in the establishment of ONGC Ltd. 
was prohibited by the Government of India vide their Notification dated 08.01.1994 under CLR Act and hence, these 
employees should be treated as casual employees directly under ONGC. It was further claimed that they ought to have 
been regularized in the job. But, the management, on the contrary, suddenly dis-engaged them from the month of 
December, 1996. Shri Lalit Changmai, Sri Hira Nath Mahanta were engaged as Office Assistants in the Office of Central 
Store at ONGC, Nowapukhuri Store. They performed the duties of carrying and maintenance of file in the office where 
they worked. It was further claimed that these types of jobs cannot be performed through a contract labour. It was also 
stated that these workers were directly engaged by the ONGC in the year 1985 and they worked under ONGC till 1992 
though subsequently in the year 1997 they were dis-engaged and no notice of disengagement was issued and no 
retrenchment compensation was given to them. It was also stated that one of the concerned workmen Sri Jatin Rajkonwar 
preferred a Writ Application being Civil Rule No. 3366/95 on behalf of 21 contract labourers for regularization of service 
and the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court called for a report from the concerned Assistant Labour Commissioner. 
Accordingly, an enquiry was held and the concerned Assistant Labour Commissioner submitted his report before the 
Hon’ble High Court wherein the concerned Assistant Labour Commissioner stated that the job performed by the workers 
were perennial in nature and even after their disengagement another set of labours were engaged to perform the same 
nature of job as was performed by them. It was further claimed that Hon’ble High Court on perusal of record and other 
relevant documents came to a conclusion that these workers were directly engaged by the ONGC Ltd. and continued till 
1992 and subsequently they were engaged as contract labours. Ultimately the Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 
24.8.1998 directed the authorities of ONGC to consider the case of the workers for regularization within a period of 
3 months. It was further ordered by the Hon’ble High Court that if the workers were still aggrieved they might approach 
the appropriate authority for relief in accordance with law. Since the management did not favorably consider the matter, 
these workers raised an Industrial Dispute. 

4. The management side in its written statement stated that the reference itself was bad in law and unsustainable. 
According to them they concerned workers were never under the control and supervision of the management and as such, 
they were not “workmen” under the management of ONGC. According to the management these workers were engaged 
through contractors for execution of certain works mentioned in the contracts. It was also stated that the settled position 
of law was that while exercising power under Section 10(1) of the I.D.Act, 1947 the function of the Central Government 
is an administrative one and in performance of such administrative function, the Government could not deal with the 
merits of the dispute and take upon itself the determination of the litigation. It was further stated that on the basis of the 
principle laid down in various decisions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, there can be no doubt that the Government was 
not justified in deciding the issue whether the persons raising the dispute, were workmen or not. The management 
categorically submitted that at no point of time the concerned workers were directly under ONGC as stated above. It was 
also stated that the job contract, for which the workers were engaged through contractor, came to an end. It was also 
claimed that the concerned workers were never directly engaged by the ONGC. 

5. Both parties examined witnesses and on conclusion of proceeding, the Tribunal, Guwahati (constituted by the 
Government of Assam) disposed of the matter vide Award dated 31.12.2005. The Tribunal granted relief of reinstatement 
and regularization to three workers while no relief was granted to the remaining 17 workers. 

6. After passing of the aforesaid award, the aggrieved parties i.e. the management of the ONGC and the workmen 
who were not granted relief preferred Writ Petitions before the Hon’ble High Court being No. W.P(C) No..2139/2008 
and W.P(C) No. 5446/06. The Hon’ble High Court disposed of the aforesaid Writ Petitions by common judgment dated 
04.09.2015. By the aforesaid judgment the Hon’ble High Court set aside the aforesaid award by holding it “perverse” and 
remanded back the matter for “fresh decision by taking into account the existing and fresh evidence as may be adduced 
by the parties”. After remand the reference was renumbered as Reference Case No. 03 of 2015. 

7. After remand of the matter, the worker side submitted examination in-chief of six more witnesses namely 
W.W.5 to W.W.10. Those witnesses were cross-examined by the management side. It may be mentioned here that during 
the earlier proceeding workmen side examined 4 witnesses. Hence, evidence of 10 witnesses i.e. W.W.l to W.W.10 shall 
be considered as evidence of the workmen side in this matter. The management side earlier examined 3 witnesses and 
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after the remand, they did not adduce any further evidence. I have heard argument from learned Senior Counsels 
representing the workers and the management side. I have also gone through the materials on record. 

8. During argument Sri A. Dasgupta, learned Sr. Counsel for the workers referred to the evidence on records and 
submitted that in exercise of the power conferred u/slO of the CLR Act, 1970, the Government prohibited engagement of 
contract labour in store keeping or helper of storekeeper vide Notification dated 08.01.1994, but the management still 
continued with the practice and disengaged them between the year 1995 to 1996. According to him the concerned 
workers should, therefore, be deemed as the casual employees of the ONGC and in that event the management was 
bound to comply with the provision in respect of retrenchment under the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. He also referred to 
the Standing Order of the ONGC certified under Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 wherein the 
contingent employees were classified in two categories namely temporary and casual. He also referred to Civil Rule 
No.3366/95 moved before the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in which vide order dated 12.08.97 the Hon’ble High Court 
asked for an enquiry report from the Assistant Labour Commissioner(C), in respect of the status of the concerned 
workers. It was also stated that as per the report which was exhibited as Exhibit-F, the concerned employees were casual 
employees of the ONGC and completed not less than 240 days of work in a year. The Hon’ble High Court on perusal of 
the report of the Assistant Labour Commissioner directed the ONGC to consider the case of the concerned workers and 
also observed that if the concerned workers were still aggrieved they could move appropriate authority as per law. He 
further argued that since the management did not consider the matter favourbly, they ultimately raised the Industrial 
Dispute which remained unresolved in conciliatory stage and ultimately the present reference was made by the 
appropriate Government. He also submitted that on 31.12.05 an Award was passed by the Tribunal directing 
regularization of three numbers of workmen namely Sri Khirod Keot, Smti Tulu Bora and Smti Shanti Probha Das while 
relief was refused to the remaining workmen. Thereafter the aforesaid Award was challenged before the Hon’ble High 
Court in two different Civil Rule Nos. W.P(C) No.5446/2006 and W.P.(C) No.2139 of 2008. He also drew the attention 
of this Tribunal that both the aforesaid Civil Rules were disposed of in a common judgment dated 04.09.2015 whereby 
the Hon’ble High Court remanded the matter back to this Tribunal. Admittedly after the remand of the matter workmen 
side examined six numbers of additional witnesses. According to the learned Sr. Counsel for the workers, the contract 
between the principal employer and the contractor through whom the workers were engaged was nothing but a paper 
arrangement and hence, they should be considered as casual employees. Learned Sr. Counsel for the workers further 
argued that from 1985/1986 to 1992 they were directly engaged by the ONGC and from 1992 to 1995/1996 they were 
shown to have been engaged through contractor. 

9. Learned Sr. Counsel for the management side Mr. G.N. Sahewalla argued that at the time of their 
disengagement, the petitioners were admittedly contract labourers engaged through contractor for working in the offices 
of the principal employer. By referring to the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in “International Airport Authority 
of India—vs— International Air Cargo Workers Union and another reported in (2009) 13 SCC 374” he submitted 
that to find out the nature of employment it is essential to determine the following points among others- (1) who pays the 
salary, (ii) Who has the power to remove or dismiss from the service or initiate disciplinary action, (iii) who can tell the 
employee the way in which the works should be done. By referring the aforesaid, Learned Senior Counsel Mr. Sahewalla 
submitted that wages were paid by the contractor and ONGC did not enjoy any power to remove and dismiss them since 
they were not in the pay role of ONGC. He went on to submit that ONGC had only limited control over them in 
execution of day to day work. It was submitted that in the aforesaid judgment the Hon’ble Supreme Court observed that 
the labours supplied by the contractor will work under the directions, supervision and control of the principal employer 
and such control of the principal employer does not render a right of casual employee to the concerned workers because 
if the salary is paid by the contractor the ultimate supervision is with the contractor. According to the learned Sr. Counsel 
for the management the workers therefore cannot be held to be casual employees directly under ONGC. He referred to 
the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in “Steel Authority of India Ltd. and Ors—vrs— National Union Waterfront 
Workers and others as reported in (2001) 7 SCC 1” where it was held that “...even if a contract is found to be not 
genuine that could not automatically lead to regularization of the contract labour and if such process of operation of work 
as was used and done by the concerned contract labourers were in operation and the principal employer intends to 
employ regular workmen for such works, then the workmen who were working as contract labourers can be given 
preference.” 

10. Referring to the report of Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), learned Senior Counsel for the management 
submitted that since the concerned ALC was not brought as witness, his report could not be accepted as credible evidence 
in as much as the management had been denied to examine the veracity of the report through cross-examination. He 
further submitted that mere fact that the contractor did not have a license at the commencement of the contract cannot per 
se render the contract invalid. He emphasized that the concerned workers were under the employment of the contractor 
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and it was the contractor who paid them their wages and this fact has been admitted by the concerned witnesses. 
Referring to certain certificates issued by some officers of the ONGC, he submitted that those officers were not 
competent to issue such certificates as would be evident from the evidence of Management Witness No. 3 

11. Let me now briefly consider the evidence adduced by the parties in the matter. Workmen witness No.l, Sri 
Khirod Chandra Keot, deposed that he was directly engaged by the ONGC as Typist along with two others namely Smti 
Tulu Bora and Smti Shanti Probha Das in the year 1985 and he worked as Typist till 1992. But subsequently they were 
shown to have been engaged through contractor since 1989 under one Tuni Ram Phukan, who had no contractor license 
at that time. He exhibit a copy of the said license of the contractor as Ext-A. He further stated that after issuance of 
Notification u/s 10 of CLRA the Company was prohibited to appoint any Typist as contract labour. According to him he 
and other workers were illegally and arbitrarily removed. During cross-examination he admitted that he did not submit 
any appointment letter issued to him by ONGC. He admitted that Exhibit-H is a payment voucher but denied that it is a 
document of the contractor. W.W.2 Sri Jotin Rajkanwar stated that he worked in ONGC from 1985 to 1995 and that 
though he was a direct employee of the ONGC he was shown as contract labour engaged through a contractor named 
Tuni Ram Phukan who did not have any valid license for the year 1989. The evidence of workmen witness No.l to 4 are 
more or less similar in nature. 

12. After the remand of the matter the workmen side examined six more witness, namely, W.W.5 to W.W.10. 
W.W.5 Sri Aswani Borthakur deposed that he was directly engaged by ONGC in the Central Store in the month of 
Ianuary,1985 and continued to work so till July, 1995 without any break. He further stated that gate passes were issued to 
him by the Central Industrial Security Force which would indicate that he was continuously in service from 20.5.1993 to 
10.06.1995. He exhibited such gate pass as Exhibit-U. He further deposed that his continuity of service from January, 

1985 to December, 1986 and from January, 1987 to July 1995 was established by Exhibit-F which is a report submitted 
by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C). He also proved several gate passes issued in favour of another worker named 
Jatin Rajkanwar. He however deposed that though he and others were engaged under direct payment system of ONGC 
subsequently they were shown as contract labourers under Contractor Tuni Ram Phukan. He also deposed that while 
discharging their duties they were under complete and direct control of the ONGC. He also exhibited certain certificates 
through Exthibit-X and Exhibit-X(l) showing that concerned official of the ONGC issued a certificate to him showing 
him as a regular contingent worker. During cross-examination it appears that at the time of deposition he was 61 years 
old. Admittedly, he did not submit any appointment letter issued to him by ONGC engaging him as casual employee. He 
also admitted that no salary slips were ever issued to them at the relevant time and he further admitted that in the gate 
pass Exhibit-V(l), to V(5), the pass holders were stated as contract labour and it was a “non-employee pass”. He further 
stated during cross-examination that later on they came to know that they have been shown to work under contractor 
Tuniram Phukan. Exhibit-X is a certificate issued by an Officer of ONGC stating him to be regular contingent worker 
from 1985 to 1993. 

13. Evidence of Workmen Witness No.6 Sri Nilamoni Dutta was more or less similar and in the same line as that of 
W.W No.5. During cross-examination he stated that he left ONGC in the year 1995 because ONGC did not keep him in 
service thereafter. He also admitted that when wages were given no salary slip was given to them. He however denied 
that they ever worked under contractor named Tuni Ram Phukan. W.W.7Sri Anil Borah also stated that he worked 
directly under ONGC from 1983 to 1995 as Khalasi and he was never appointed through contractor. He was also issued 
gate pass. He was also issued a certificate Exhibit-Y © by an Officer of ONGC stating that he was an employee of 
ONGC. During cross-examination he admitted that he did not submit any appointment letter. He also admitted that 
Exhibit-Y(a) is a gate pass wherein signature of contractor Tuni Ram Phukan is there and in Exhibit-Y(b) it was written 
that he was a contract labour. The W.W.8 Sri Bhabani Gogoi also claimed to have worked directly under ONGC from 

1986 to 1995 and gate pass (Exhibit-Y(e) was proved. He also proved a certificate issued to him by an Officer of ONGC 
as Exhibit-Y(f) showing him as an employee of ONGC. During cross-examination the witness admitted that no 
appointment letter was ever issued to him and that to enter in the ONGC premises everybody requires a pass to be issued 
by the CISF. He also proved Exhibit-Y(f), a certificate wherein it was mentioned that he has been working since April 
1986. He also admitted that no salary slip was issued to them. He further admitted that when ONGC made any 
appointment, the employees are given salary slip showing disbursement of the salary by the ONGC. W.W.9 Sri Abdul 
Rahman also deposed that he worked under ONGC as Kahlasi upto 1995 without any break which can be proved by the 
gate pass issued by CISF. He also stated that they were engaged under direct payment system and subsequently were 
shown as contract labour under a contractor Tuni Ram Phukan which according to him was nothing but a paper 
arrangement. During cross-examination he admitted that he knew that when ONGC made any appointment the 
employees are issued salary slip and no such sheet was ever given to him. W.W. 10 Sri Ranjan Borah also claimed that he 
was directly engaged by ONGC from 1985 to 1995 and gate passes were issued to him by the CISF. He also stated that 
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he and others were engaged under direct payment system but subsequently were shown as contract labour under a 
contractor Sri Tuni Ram Phukan which is nothing but a paper arrangement. He also proved a certificate Exhibit-Y(m) 
issued to him by an officer of ONGC mentioning that he was a regular contingent worker. During cross-examination he 
stated that in Exhibit-Y(J) the word “cont. Labour” has been mentioned and that after 1992 there was a break and he 
joined in 1994. He however admitted that he was working under contractor Tuni Ram Phukan which he came to know 
lateron. 

14. The gist of the evidence of the management side was as under. They examined 3 witnesses. M.W No.l Sri Ranjit 
Borgohain, a manager in rank, stated that the contract workers were engaged by the contractor to execute certain works 
namely, lifting, shifting, cleaning, stocking,& preservation of materials in godown, opening of boxes for inspection. He 
proved the contract tender as Ext-1 and Ext-IA as job specification. He also exhibited the work orders as Ext-2 series 
wherein the jobs mentioned were same as in tender (Ext-1). He also proved the bills submitted by the contractors to 
ONGC in respect of the execution of the work mentioned in work order. He also exhibited a letter issued by the 
contractor stating that after expiry of the contract on 31.03.1996, he had not engaged any contract labour since 1.4.1996. 
He also exhibited licences issued to contractor T. Phukan by the competent authority under CLR Act, 1970 from 
29.9.1989. 

15. The contractor Sri Tuniram Phukan was examined by the management as M.W. No.2. He stated that the concerned 
workers were engaged under him from 1987 to 1995. He also proved the payment register as Ext-12. He also stated that 
loading, shifting, box opening, stocking were the kinds of jobs that were done by the concerned workers. He further 
stated that he used to pay their wages. In this connection if we look at Ext 18, it would appear that names of the workers 
as well as their wages and the signature of the contractor were there. It was also countersigned by an ONGC official as 
per requirement. 

16. The management side examined M.W No.3 Syed Abdul Khalek mainly to show that only a handful of very 
senior officers in ONGC are authorized to issue certificates and if any certificate is issued by an officer who is not 
authorized, action may be taken against him. It may be recalled here that several workmen witnesses exhibited 
certificates issued by officers of ONGC stating that they were working in certain capacities directly under ONGC. M.W. 
No.3 proved Ext-15 along with enclosures showing that such certificates cannot be issued by anyone other than those 
mentioned therein. He also stated that such unauthorized issuance of certificated would attract actions against the erring 
officials. Ext-16 also indicated that process of actions were being initiated against those officers who issued such 
certificates unauthorizedly. 

17. The concerned workers claimed that they were initially appointed directly by the ONGC but subsequently they 
were shown to have been engaged through contractor which was nothing but a mere paper arrangement. But, there was 
no evidence to show as to how they were directly appointed by ONGC. Admittedly, no appointment letter was produced. 
Mere issuance of a certificate by an officer of the establishment could not make the workers direct casual workers under 
ONGC. Another issue raised by the workers was that the contractor did not have a proper license when they were shown 
to have been engaged through this contractor. Yet another issue raised was that the report of the Assistant Labour 
Comissioner (C), Guwahati which claimed that they were being engaged by ONGC for a very long period and most of 
such works done by them were perennial in nature which could not have been executed through contract labours. 
Another issue was continuation of their engagement even after notification by the Government in the year 1994 
prohibiting engagement of contract labours in ONGC in certain works. They also proved certain gate passes to show their 
employment in ONGC. The claim of the concerned workers was that in view of above facts they were entitled to be 
reinstated and regularized in service with consequential benefits. 

18. In this matter the management side raised the fundamental issue of non existence of employer- employee 
relationship among them and the concerned workers. According to them the concerned workers were contract labours 
engaged through contractors and the management was nothing but the principal employer. Further contention of the 
management was that though for some initial period the contractor did not have the license, this per se could not render 
the contract invalid. It was also contended that issuance of notification under CLR Act, 1970 for prohibition of contract 
labours in the year 1994 did not cover the works done by the concerned workers. Lastly it was emphasized that the 
concerned ALC who submitted the report narrating the nature of work of the concerned workers had not been brought as 
witness. As a result, the veracity of the report could not be checked through cross-examination. According to the 
management side such report therefore, could not be acted upon. 

19. To establish employer- employee relationship, among others, the following facts need to be established by the 
party claiming such relationship:- (i) who appoints the workers, (ii) who pays the wages, (iii)who has the authority to 
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dismiss, (iv) who can take disciplinary action, (v) extent of control of supervision, (vi) whether there is continuity of 
service. 

20. Coming to the question of payment of wages, it has been established that the wages were paid by the contractor 
in presence of an officer of the principal employer as was required. There was absolutely nothing in the record to even 
suggest that the concerned workers received their wages directly from the principal employer. It was established through 
evidence that it was the contractor who used to pay the wages to the concerned workers according to number of their 
working days. Ext-2 & Ext-18 are relevant in that matter. The gate passes proved by the concerned workers admittedly 
were issued to facilitate their entry into the premises of the ONGC which was a protected area. But in those passes, as 
discussed earlier, the words “c..labour” and “non-employee” pass was mentioned. There was not even an iota of evidence 
to show that the concerned workers were appointed by the ONGC directly. It was therefore, clear that the ONGC did not 
appoint the concerned workers directly and their wages etc were directly paid by the contractor. 

21. In regard to control on the concerned workers, it would be natural that the institution where the workers would 
be engaged by the contractor, would have some basic control because ultimately it was the institution’s work which was 
being executed through the contract. The real test is one of total control including the power of removal or initiation of 
disciplinary matters. There was absolutely nothing on record to show that the management of the ONGC had such 
absolute control over the concerned workers. It was the contractor who used to pay the wages and it was he who had 
ultimate control. 

22. The claim of the workers that the “contract” was a mere paper arrangement also did not appear to be wholly 
acceptable. The concerned contractor was examined as M.W No.2. He proved that he used to engage them and also used 
to pay their wages. He also proved the contracts/agreements with the ONGC regarding execution of certain works for 
which he engaged the concerned workers. He further stated that once the contract finally expired, he disengaged the 
concerned workers. Admittedly, at the time of the first agreement he did not have a valid license though he acquired the 
license soon after. But, non availability of license by the contractor cannot per se render the contract invalid. 

23. Reliance of the workers on certain certificates, as discussed earlier, issued by some ONGC officials to claim 
their direct engagement in the ONGC appeared to be misplaced in as much as those officers were not authorized to issue 
such certificates. Evidence of the M.W. No.3 would show that actions were being taken such officers. That apart, if 
employment of a person in an establishment is held to be proved only by issuance of a certificate by any officer of the 
establishment, it would only lead to a chaotic situation. To prove any employment- permanent or casual- there has to be 
some kind of appointment or engagement letter or at least, some document to show that the concerned establishment was 
directly paying the wages to the workers. Admittedly, none could prove or produce any such document. On the contrary, 
the documents proved by the management side, as discussed earlier, would categorically indicate that the concerned 
workers were engaged through the contractor (M.W No.2). Coming to the notification issued by Government of India 
under section 10 of the CLR Act,1970 on 8.1.1994, certain categories of jobs such as typist, storekeeping or helper of a 
store keeper etc were prohibited to be executed through contract labours. But the nature of works mentioned in the 
tenders (Ext-1 & 1A) did not seem to have such nature of jobs as mentioned in the notification. Another aspect argued by 
the learned Senior Counsel Mr. Sahewalla was that substantial work of ONGC is exploration of Rigs, and when certain 
Rigs are abandoned, the contract for engagement of workers also come to an end. He submitted that some Rigs in the 
relevant localities had long been abandoned. He also submitted that the establishment was already suffering the burden of 
being over-staffed for which voluntary retirement scheme was introduced. He referred to Ext-17 & Ext-18 to prove that 
point. 

24. In view of the above discussion, it appears to me that the concerned workers failed to prove that there was 
employer- employee relationship between the ONGC and them (concerned workers) within the meaning of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The concerned workers are, therefore, not entitled to any relief. The reference is, accordingly, 
disposed of with a no relief Award. 

Given under the hand and seal of this Tribunal, this 11 th day of luly, 2019 


MRINMOY KUMAR BHATTACHARIEE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1346. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court Guwahati, now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. O.N.G.C. Limited and their workman, which were received by the Central Government on 
17.07.2019. 


[No. L-30011/69/1999-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, GUWAHATI, ASSAM 


Present: Shri Mrinmoy Kumar Bhattacharjee, M.A., LL.B. Presiding Officer, 


CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati. 


Ref. Case No.04 of 2016 
(Old number: Ref. No.4(C)/2000) 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between 


Smti. Banti Baruah, Sibsagar, Assam. 

The Management of O.N.G.C., Nazira, Sibsagar, 


-Vrs- 


... Claimant/ Workman 
... O.P./Management 


APPEARANCES : 

For the Workmen. : Mr. P.K.Baruah, Advocate 

For the Management. : Mr. G. N.Sahewalla, Sr. Advocate 

Ms. S. Senapati, Advocate 


Date of Award: 11.07.2019 


AWARD 

1. The present industrial dispute was referred by the appropriate government vide Notification 
No. L-3001 l/69/99/IR(M) dt. 15.3.2000 with the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the claim for regularization of Smti. Banti Baruah is justified or not on the ground that Smti. Banti 
Baruah served on the post of typist during 1985 to 1990 and then worked under contractor during 1990 to 1995? 
If yes, to what relief Smti. Banti Baruah is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, both the parties were notified and in response to the notices they appeared and filed 
their respective written statements. 

3. The case of the claimant was that she being a matriculate and a qualified Typist was appointed as a Typist by 
the ONGC from December, 1985 as a casual employee and she was also directly paid her wages by the ONGC. Her 
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wages was Rs.2/- per page of typing and in the similar manner she continued to work till 1995. She also claimed that 
management issued Identity Card No.2051 on 28.4.1986 to her. It was also claimed that management was contemplating 
to regularize her service and in that respect there were correspondences between the management of ONGC and the 
Headquarters where she was working. According to her, as she was working on contingent basis she was entitled to be 
regularized as regular employee on the basis of the Standing Order of ONGC as she had put in more than 240 days of 
work per year during that period. On the basis of the above alleged facts the claimant prayed for an award in her favour 
for regularization of her service with all consequential benefits. 

4. By filing W.S. ONGC denied that the concerned workman was ever appointed by the management. According 
to them all appointments in the ONGC are done as per the concerned Recruitment Rules which are in force. The 
management also claimed that they did not engage any workman directly who did the job as alleged by the claimant and 
hence there was no question of regularization or absorption. It was further alleged that there is no procedure of 
regularization without following the prescribed Rules of the ONGC. It was also stated that the Identity Card was issued 
to all including the contract labours to facilitate their entry into the premises of the ONGC for security reasons, the 
premises being protected area. It was also stated that Hon’ble High Court in C.R. No. 3366/95 only directed the 
management to examine the cases of the workers in respect of the regularization and accordingly the case of the 
petitioner was examined by the management but after such examination she was informed that she could not be absorbed 
in contravention of the Rules and Regulation of the ONGC. She was also informed that in case of any future vacancy she 
could apply for such post as per the advertisement. 

5. After hearing the matter the Tribunal vide Award dated 01.12.2005 held that the claim of the workman was 
justified and the management was directed to re-engage her in the concerned post form the date of her termination and 
also directed to regularize her service from the date of her re-employment. The matter was taken before the Hon’ble 
High Court and the Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 10.09.2015 passed in W.P.(C) 2816/2006 quashed the award 
passed in Reference No.4(C)/2000 and remanded back the matter to this Tribunal. The Hon’ble High Court held as 
under:- “ Therefore the impugned award dated 1.12.2005 (Annexure-6) in the Reference No.4(C) of 2000 is set aside and 
quashed. The case is thus remanded back to the learned Tribunal to decide afresh, in terms of the direction given in the 
judgement dated 4.9.2015 in the WP(C) No.5446/2006. Since both the references are connected with each other, it would 
be convenient to the Tribunal, if the two References are analogously heard.” Accordingly, the reference has been heard 
analogously along-with the reference No.03/2016 (Old no. 8(C) of 2000). 

6. In the first round of proceeding before the Tribunal, Workman side examined 3 witnesses including the 
workman. After remand of the matter the claimant re-examined herself and also examined another witness. The 
management side however, did not examine any further witness. 

7. During argument the learned counsel for the workman side submitted that the management gave some artificial 
break in her job and if all the working days are counted it will come to 1449 days within a period of 3 years 9 months 
which will indicate that net working days were far more than 240 days in a year. He argued that from the evidence on the 
record it would appear that the workman rendered typing services under the ONGC, in Eastern Region, O.T. Complex, 
Sibsagar and hence there was employer and employee relationship between the ONGC and the workman. He further 
argued that there was continuity in service from 1985 to 1995 and the management illegally deprived the workman and 
without regularizing her service discontinued her from service. He further argued that from the materials on record it 
would appear that the engagement of the workman in 1985 could be irregular but since she had requisite qualification for 
the job at the relevant time, her service ought to have been regularized. According to the learned Counsel for the 
workman there was employer and employee relationship between the ONGC and the workman and hence the workman 
could not have been arbitrarily dismissed from service without following the relevant provisions in the I.D.Act, 1947. 

8. The gist of the argument made by the workman side was that the workman Smti Banti Barua was directly 
engaged in ONGC for typing job from 1985 to 1989 and thereafter she along with other similarly situated employees 
were shown to have been engaged through a nominal contract which was nothing but a camouflage. It was further argued 
that after continuous service in ONGC from 1985 to 1989 the management illegally discontinued her service and hence, 
she is entitled to reinstatement on regular basis along with all consequential benefits. 

9. Management’s argument on the other hand was that the concerned claimant Smti Banti Barua was in a job contract 
and before her engagement as contract labour she used to do some typing work in ONGC @ Rs.2/- per page which are 
proved by her own exhibits. It was also argued that since the concerned worker was on a job contract she cannot be 
considered to be a casual employee under ONGC. It was further argued that the claim of the employee for regularization 
was completely illegal. In that respect learned Sr. Counsel of ONGC referred to para 47 of the judgment of Hon’ble 
Supreme Court reported in (2006) 4 SCC 1 in “Secretary, State of Karnataka and others...vrs.... Umadevi(3) and Others”. 
The concerned paragraph of the aforesaid judgment is as under : 

“47. When a person enters a temporary employment or gets engagement as a contractual or casual worker 

and the engagement is not based on a proper selection as recognized by the relevant rules or procedure, he is 
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aware of the consequences of the appointment being temporary, casual or contractual in nature. Such a person 
cannot invoke the theory of legitimate expectation for being confirmed in the post when an appointment to the 
post could be made only by following a proper procedure for selection and in cases concerned, in consultation 
with the Public Service Commission. Therefore, the theory of legitimate expectation cannot be successfully 
advanced by temporary, contractual or casual employees. It cannot also be held that the State has held out any 
promise while engaging these persons either to continue them where they are or to make them permanent. The 
State cannot constitutionally make such a promise. It is also obvious that the theory cannot be invoked to seek a 
positive relief of being made permanent in the post.” 

It was further argued that no appointment letter was issued to the concerned worker at any point of time by the 
management of ONGC and that is the reason for which the employee also could not submit any appointment letter. That 
apart, it was further argued that before her engagement as contract labour under the contractor, she was on job contract of 
typing at the time of necessity at the rate of Rs.2/- per page. It was also argued that the claimant was neither a direct 
employee under ONGC nor was she eligible for regularization in as much as automatic regularization of service in a 
Public Enterprise like ONGC is/was not permissible. 

10. Let me now briefly discuss the evidence available on record. From the evidence of the concerned claimant Smti 
Banti Baruah (W.W No.l) it appeared that initially she was appointed on job contract for typing @ Rs2/- per page by the 
management. She also stated that she used to get payment on submission of bills by her. Such sanction orders were also 
exhibited by her as Ext-1, 2, 3, 4 &5. She also exhibited some bills as Ext 6 to 8. Exhibit-12 which is a document by 
which the then Additional Director (TPT) of ONGC, Sibsagar made a recommendation for continuing the job contract in 
respect of the concerned workman. During cross-examination she admitted she had submitted her bill for payment of her 
wages. During cross-examination she also stated that she did not know whether there was any appointment letter issued 
to her and whether any such appointment letter is in the record. She also admitted that she used to work in an area which 
was a protected area and for that purpose she was issued an Identity Card. In the re-examination she stated that in her 
earlier examination in-chief she exhibited photo copy of “regularization of job contract personnel” issued by ONGC on 
25.01.1990 as Exhibit-12 and now she has collected certain copy of the aforesaid documents and hence she exhibited the 
same as Exhibit-12(1). She also proved a document as Exhibit-13(l) and also proved her educational qualification 
certificate which shows that she was a matriculate and had a vocational training diploma in typing. She has also proved a 
temporary identity card issued on 28.1.86 and medical certificates in respect of her treatment as Exhibit-17. She also 
exhibited Exhibit-18 and Exhibit-18(l) which are certain documents relating to her employment in ONGC as contract 
labour. After her re-examination she was again cross-examined by the learned Sr. Counsel of the ONGC in which she 
admitted that she got Rs.2/- per page for typing from the year 1985 and that she used to type 2 and Vi page in an hour. 
She also admitted that in Exhibit-12 it was mentioned that she was engaged in Planning Cell of TPT Section of ONGC 
on job contract basis. She further admitted that for the period 03.05.1988 to 14.06.1988 she used to submit a bill for 
Rs.950/- for typing 42 copies @ Rs.2/- per copy. She also admitted that she was used to be paid on the basis of her 
actual work i.e. the number of sheets typed at the prevailing rate. She also admitted that later she was shown to have 
worked under a contractor named Tuni Ram Phukan. She further stated that every person has to obtain identity card for 
security reasons for which the identity card was issued. She however denied the suggestion that she was engaged through 
a contractor and that she was on job contract of ONGC. She denied that she was not entitled for regularization. She also 
admitted that she has no appointment letter issued to her by the ONGC. W.W.2, Sri Dilip Kumar Borkakoty, a retired 
employee of the ONGC, stated that she knew the claimant who was on job contract as Typist in ONGC. He stated that he 
could identify the signature of Additional Director in Exhibit-12. W.W.3, Arun Chandra Borthakur, retired employee of 
ONGC, also proved the signature of the ONGC official on Exhibit-12 and 13. After the remand of the matter before this 
Tribunal, workman side also examined another witness named Sri Jatin Rajkonwar (W.W No.4) who introduced himself 
as Union Secretary of the ONGC Contractual Workers’ Union. He stated that initially he filed a Writ petition on 
11.08.1995 to assist a total 21 ONGC workers including himself in a Writ Petition before the Hon’ble High Court which 
was registered as Civil Rule No.3366 of 1995. He further stated that as per order dated 12.08.1997 passed by the Hon’ble 
High Court, Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Guwahati conducted an enquiry and submitted a report dated 
05.01.1998 stating that the job of loading, unloading, handling as well as typing for which the work force were deployed 
were jobs of perennial nature. During his cross-examination he denied the suggestion that he did not depose earlier in the 
matter. He also admitted that he was the Secretary of the Union only in the year 2005 although he knew Smti Banti 
Barua since 1985. 

11. Management side examined 4 witnesses. M.W. 1 Sri Girish Chandra Dutta was functioning as Sr. Personal & 
Administrative Officer of the Department of Transport in ONGC, Sibsagar in the year 1993 and prior to that he was 
posted at Planning Logistic Department since 1986 at Sibsagar. He stated that in the year 1986 the concerned claimant 
Smti Banti Barua came to their Office seeking job of typing. He further stated that the Company did not enter into any 
written contract with her for regular job but during exigency of works they used to give her typing job @ Rs.2/- per page. 
He further stated after taking the work order she used to type the papers outside their office and he did not know where 
she typed. He further stated that they got their permanent Typist and there was no vacancy in the office for Typist. He 
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further stated that there were Social Welfare Schemes in ONGC for maintaining a healthy relation with the local people 
and one such scheme was to help the needy people by giving medical aid and such medical camps were also held in 
nearby villages. He further stated that ONGC has their own Recruitment Rules and they used to advertise when there is 
vacancy through newspapers and also through Employment Exchange. He further stated that there is no vacancy of 
Junior Assistant. He also stated that for filling up any regular post in ONGC the concerned Recruitment Rules was 
applicable. He also exhibited certain documents from Exhibits-A to Exhibit-I. During cross-examination he admitted that 
the concerned workman never worked directly under him and he joined in 1991 in the present post. The witness also 
admitted that he exactly did not know that when Banti Barua was working. He further stated that there was provision for 
punishment of the concerned officer of the ONGC for issuing unauthorized certificates. Action is taken for violation of 
Rules and for issuance of such unauthorized certificates. Management witness No.2, Sri Tuni Ram Phookon stated that 
he was a contractor of the ONGC. He knew Smti Banti Barua and she was under him as contract labour. He exhibited 
Exhibit-J the payment voucher Register and Exhibit-J(1) and J(2) being the relevant entries. He further stated that as per 
the payment vouchers he used to make payment to the labourers including the workman Smti Banti Barua. He exhibited 
his contractor license as Exhibit-K. During cross-examination he stated that he was contractor from 1987 to 1995. He 
further admitted that he has not brought any specific document to show that he was a contractor from 1987 to 1990. He 
further admitted that Exhibit-6, Exhibit-7 and Exhibit-8 which are the documents of bills of typing were not made by 
him. He further stated that the concerned workman never worked as Typist under him. He further denied the suggestion 
that Smti. Banti Barua never cleared the file or stacked. He denied the suggestion that Smti Banti Barua never worked 
under him as contract labour. Management witness No.3, Md. Sayed Abdul Khalique stated that he worked as Manager 
Stores in ONGC, Sibsagar from 1985 to 1995. He also stated that he knew Smti Banti Barua who worked in ONGC 
under contractor in the Central Store of ONGC. He also stated that the contract labour used to do work of stacking and 
cleaning of the files. He also stated that the work done by the claimant under contractor was of temporary nature. He 
further stated that in 1997 since there was no need of work of stacking, shifting and cleaning, number of contract labour 
were reduced because of non availability of such works in ONGC. He further stated that because of reduction of number 
of Rigs in ONGC, Shibsagar, number of contracts were also reduced. He also stated that the works related to present 
Rigs are done by the regular employees. He further stated that at the time of his giving evidence the number of workers 
were more than the required available works. He also stated that because of overstaffing, ONGC introduced a Voluntary 
retirement scheme. He exhibited the Scheme as Ext-P. During cross-examination the witness admitted that while he was 
posted in OT Complex in 1999 to 2002 he did not find Smti Banti Barua there. He further stated that he never worked 
with Smti Banti Barua in Office and she never worked under him. Management Witness No.4 Sri Putul Chandra Sarma, 
the then Manager, Logistic, ONGC, Sibsagar stated that he joined in ONGC in 1967 and that he came to know Smti 
Banti Barua in the year 1989 while he was working as Transport Officer in Transport and Planning and Provisioning 
Cell. He also stated that Smti Banti Barua used to visit the office sometime and they used to give her some typing job 
whenever there were excessive works. She typed the papers and delivered to us @ Rs.2/- per page. During cross- 
examination he stated the he was working as Transport Officer since 1989. He further stated that Smti Banti Barua was 
not an employee of the ONGC. He also stated during cross that payment of Smti Banti Barua for typing was made from 
contingency fund. 

12. From the evidence of the concerned claimant Smti Banti Baruah (W.W No.l) and remaining witnesses of the 
workman side, as discussed earlier, it appeared that initially she was appointed on job contract for typing @ Rs2/- per 
page by the management. She also stated that she used to get payment on submission of bills by her. Such job contract 
could not be termed as direct casual employment under the ONGC. It appeared from the evidence on record that initial 
engagement of the claimant on job contract of typing job as and when required, in any case, could not be said to be direct 
employment. The claimant could not reasonably prove that she was a direct casual employee of the ONGC at any point 
of time. Later, she was engaged through contractor for performing the works mentioned in the contract and the 
contractor in his evidence, as discussed earlier, specifically mentioned that she never worked as typist under him. There 
was absolutely nothing on record to show that at the time of her disengagement she was under direct employment of 
ONGC. Even her initial engagement was on job contract and payment was made @ Rs.2/- per page of typing. Later, she 
was engaged by a contractor and it was the contractor who used to pay the wages. In such circumstances it cannot be 
held that there was a distinct employee-employer relationship between her and ONGC. Hence there was no question of 
discontinuation of her services by the ONGC. The aforesaid fact was further reinforced by the evidence adduced by the 
management side. From the evidence of management side it appeared that when she approached the concerned 
authorities for some job she was given job contract of typing whenever there was excessive works because regular typists 
were also there in the office. It was also proved that no further regular vacancy of typist was there in the office. That 
apart, at some point of time, due to closure of some Rigs, some regular staffs became surplus for which the management 
brought VRS scheme. In regard to issue of identity card, the management brought on record that such cards are issued to 
all employees including contract labours to facilitate their entry into the premises of the ONGC which is admittedly a 
protected area. Hence the identity card was issued to the claimant to facilitate her entry into the premises when required. 
The claimant, therefore, could not be termed as a “workman” within the meaning of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. 
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Accordingly, the claimant does not appear to be entitled to any relief. The reference accordingly, is disposed of with a no 
relief Award. 


Given under the hand and seal of this Tribunal this 11th day of July, 2019. 

MRINMOY KUMAR BHATTACHARJEE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1347. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court Kolkata, now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Limited and others and their workman, which were received by the Central 
Government on 19.07.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Application No. CGIT-09 of 2018 

(Under Section 2A of the I.D. Act, 1947) 

Parties: Shri Babulal Haider, 

S/o. Late Gopal Chandra Haider, 

B-l, 5/1A, New BBT Road, Sarangabad, 

Kolkata-700137 

M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (Marketing Division), 

Eastern Region, Indian Oil Bhavan, 

2, Gariahat Road (South), Dhakuria, 

Kolkata - 700068 

2. IBP Company Ltd., Acting through Indian Oil 
Corporation (Marketing Division) Eastern Region, 

2, Gariahat Road (South), Dhakuria, 

Kolkata - 700068 

3. IBP Co. Ltd. (An Indian Oil Group Company), 

Regional Office, Kolkata, 

Shanti Niketan (12th Floor), 

8, Camac Street, 

Kolkata - 700017 ... Opp. Parties 

Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Applicant : Mr. S. Mukherjee, Learned counsel with Mrs. P. Shaw, Learned counsel 

On behalf of the Opposite Parties : Mr. S.K. Karmakar, Learnd counsel with Mr. R. Talukder, Learned counsel 
State: West Bengal. Industry: Petroleum. 


.... Applicant 

-Vs - 
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Dated: 12th My, 2019. 


AWARD 


This is an application under Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called as the Act of 
1947 for convenience) filed by the concerned workman, Shri Babulal Haider challenging his termination order dated 
12.09.2008/15.09.2008 as illegal and also praying for his reinstatement with full back wages. The Opposite Party has 
filed its reply in which the maintainability of application under Section 2A of the Act of 1947 has been challenged on the 
ground of limitation. 

2. When the case was taken up today for hearing, an application has been moved on behalf of the Applicant to 
withdraw the application moved under Section 2A of the Act of 1947. Though technical mistake in the application has 
been made a aground to withdraw the application, but the learned counsel has failed to demonstrate any technical 
lacunae in the application. 

3. In the circumstances of the case, Applicant is permitted to withdraw the application. The application under 
Section 2A of the Act of 1947, however, shall be treated to have been dismissed as withdrawn. 


Award is passed accordingly. 


Dated, Kolkata, 
The 12 th July, 2019 


JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 


22 ^TTt 2019 

+T.3JL 1 348 . — 3l1 4) Rl + fwrr 3Tf%f%Fr 1947 (1947 TT 14) %T STHT 17 % 4%4T7H 7 7U r 

4b 4 s*Rd4H 3TRFT +Fffel7 Plf4id Tcf Pl4M+)' 3^7 77% 44+1 O' % #7 STjtsr % 

f%f%7 % %#T fR+K 4)4)4 + STf&TFTTrp TT% ^HT -414 Kid, +M + MI % %7T7 (%?4 WTT 

11/2018) %r T+rfOcr VsTid bu+k %r 19.07.2019 %rw fir 77 \ 

[t. %^-16025/4/2019-3W^3iR (mj)] 


ft. %. f%TPJ, 3T77 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1348. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Limited and others and their workman, which were received by the Central 
Government on 19.07.2019. 


[No. Z-l 6025/4/2019-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 
Application No. CGIT-11 of 2018 
(Under Section 2A of the I.D. Act, 1947) 


Parties: Shri Gyan Prakash Balmiki, 

S/o. Late K. Balmiki, 

219/03/1, Dharamtala Road, 

Kolkata - 700137 ... Applicant 

- Vs- 


M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. (Marketing Division), 
Eastern Region, Indian Oil Bhavan, 

2, Gariahat Road (South), Dhakuria, 

Kolkata - 700068 

2. IBP Company Ltd., Acting through Indian Oil 
Corporation (Marketing Division) Eastern Region, 

2, Gariahat Road (South), Dhakuria, 

Kolkata - 700068 
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3. IBP Co. Ltd. (An Indian Oil Group Company), 

Regional Office, Kolkata, 

Shanti Niketan (12 th Floor), 

8, Camac Street, 

Kolkata - 700017 ... Opp. Parties 

Present: Justice Ravindra Nath Mishra, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the Applicant : Mr. S. Mukherjee, Learned counsel with Mrs. P. Shaw, Learned counsel. 

On behalf of the Opposite Parties : Mr. S.K. Karmakar, Learnd counsel with Mr. R. Talukder, Learned counsel. 
State: West Bengal. Industry: Petroleum. 

Dated: 12 th July, 2019. 


AWARD 

This is an application under Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called as the Act of 
1947 for convenience) filed by the concerned workman, Shri Gyan Prakash Balmiki challenging his termination order 
dated 11.09.2008 as illegal and also praying for his reinstatement with full back wages. The Opposite Party has filed its 
reply in which the maintainability of application under Section 2A of the Act of 1947 has been challenged on the ground 
of limitation. 

2. When the case was taken up today for hearing, an application has been moved on behalf of the Applicant to 
withdraw the application moved under Section 2A of the Act of 1947. Though technical mistake in the application has 
been made a aground to withdraw the application, but the learned counsel has failed to demonstrate any technical lacunae 
in the application. 

3. In the circumstances of the case. Applicant is permitted to withdraw the application. The application under 
Section 2A of the Act of 1947, however, shall be treated to have been dismissed as withdrawn. 

Award is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

Tf 22 spni 2019 

W.air. 1349.-3lNfrf^ fwrr 1947 (1947 TT 14)^rHTTI 17 % si^WI if H <4d < 

11-tKMl-I 3P4tft€f 3RT tf^TT % TEIWT % TUTS PldM-UI +4+IVI % SI 4 

afhsfrfrm 4 ^#4 WUR 3 i 141RR TTcj" ?TR- H14H4-1, % WR (w4 WIT 

68/2011) Rf TEfTR'ET TRcfr I # VsTid WhKTT 22.07.2019 TTM^r^T I 

[t. ttr- 1 1012/4/1997-3Uf3HT (ttit)] 

ft. %. ftwi, w 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1349. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 68/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
22.07.2019. 


[No. L-l 1012/4/1997-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT No.l, 

NEW DELHI 

ID No. 68/2011 


Shri Anil s/o. late Shri Jagdish 

Qr.No. 5/6, TSF Near Base Hospital, Sumiron Lines, 

Delhi 110010. .Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) 

Through its Executive Director (Personnel), 

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110003. ...Management/Respondent 


AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide letter 
No.L-11012/4/97-IR(M) dated 31.12.1997 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) New Delhi 

in terminating the services of Shri Anil, Book Binder w.e.f. 14/12/1996, is justified ? If not, to what relief the 

concerned workman is entitled to and from what date?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant Anil filed his statement of claim, with the averments that on 
1/7/1989 he was engaged as a Book Bider by the National Airports Authority Printing Press & was initially paid an 
amount of Rs.500/- per month which was subsequently revised and his drawn wags for the month of September, 1996 
was Rs.1700/- per month. Though the workman served the above Press owned and run by the Management for the 
subsequent period from 1/10/1996 to 13/12/1996 but he was not paid wages for the same despite numerous requests to 
the Manager of the Press and other superior authorities at his own and through Airports Authority Kamgar Union 
(NAAKU) of which he was a Member but to no avail. Thereafter the aforesaid Union approached the Conciliation 
Officer but to no success. It is pleaded that the Manager of the Press or the Management of Airport Authority of India 
did not give any appointment letter, identity card, medical facility etc. to the workman. The Management sealed the 
Printing Press in the evening of 13 th December, 1996 when the workman and his fellow colleagues left the press after 
performing duty and when they reported for work in the morning of 14/12/1996 at 9.30 AM, they came to know about 
the wrongful/illegal lock out of the Press and in this way the services of the workman/claimant who had worked for more 
than 240 days with the Management, were terminated without giving any notice or notice pay or retrenchment 
compensation and as such action of the Management is illegal and wrong. Prayer has been made for reinstatement with 
full back wages in the industrial pay-scale of Rs.2550-3660 w.e.f. 14/12/1996 and continuity of services and all 
consequential benefits vis-a-vis grant of next higher pay scale of Rs. 2720-4400 on completion of 8 years service w.e.f 
1/7/1997. He has also claimed interest @ 18% per annum on the entitled amount, as a matter incidental to the main 
dispute. 

3. Management resisted the claim of the Claimant Union, by filing written reply and took preliminary objections 
that the claim is not maintainable as there is no employer and employee relationship between the parties because the 
claimant/applicant was never the employee of the Management and as such no industrial dispute existed between the 
parties Even no valid/prior demand notice was served upon the Management. The claim is not maintainable for non 
joinder of necessary party viz contractor . While denying all the allegations of the claimant, it has been pleaded that the 
Management had never engaged any such person including the claimant and completion of 240 days by him is a mere 
concoction for creating a claim and the Management never terminated the services of any workman. It is alleged that the 
printing press was closed perfectly in a legal manner as per terms and conditions of the contact between the contractor 
Shri N.Lall and the Management. Prayer has been made for rejection of claim petition. 

4. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder/replication, reiterating his own case and denied the allegations made in 
the written statement. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 27/5/2011 :- 
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(1) Whether there was no relationship of employer and employee between the parties ? 

(2) Whether the press was being run by the Management through a contractor, who employed the claimant in 
the said Press ? 

(3) As in terms of reference ? 

(4) Relief. 

6. Perusal of the record shows that number of opportunities were granted to the claimant to lead evidence to prove 
his case but he failed to do so and on 21/7/2011 Shri H.S. Vats, A/R for the claimant had stated that the claimant was not 
in his contact and as such he closed his evidence. 

7. On the other hand, the Management examined two witnesses namely Shri O.P. Chamoli, Asstt. General 
Manager (HR) and Shri Girish Kumar, Manager (Personnel), who filed their respective affidavits as Ex.MW2/A and 
Ex.MW3/A and they placed reliance on the documents Ex,.MWl/l and Ex.MW2/l to Ex.MW2/7. 

6. I have heard Shri Manish Sherawat and Shri Digvijay Rai, A/R for the Management since none appeared on 
behalf of the claimant. I have also gone through the record carefully. My findings on above issues are as follows. 

Issue No.l to 3 

7. All these issues are taken up together as they can be disposed of conveniently by common discussion. 

8. Onus to prove the case that the claimant had been working as Book Binder in the Printing Press of the 
Management from 1/7/1989 till 13/12/1996 either directly or through the contractor or that his services were illegally 
terminated by the Management on 14/12/1999, lies on the workman/claimant. He has not led any oral or documentary 
evidence to discharge the onus or to prove that he was engaged by the Management. On the other hand, the Management 
has examined two witnesses namely MW2 OP Chamoli and MW3 Girish Kumar. It would be a futile exercise to 
discuss and analyse the testimony of the witnesses examined by the Management, inasmuch as the claimant has not led 
any evidence to show that he was engaged by the Management at its printing press or that there existed relationship of 
employee-employer between the parties or that his services were illegally terminated by the Management on 14/12/1989. 
In the circumstances, this Tribunal has no option but to hold that the claimant has failed to prove his case. These issues 
are accordingly decided against the workman/claimant. 

Issue No.4/Relief 

9. In view of my findings on issue No.l to 3 above, this Tribunal is constrained to hold that the claimant is not 
entitled to any relief whatsoever. Accordingly, no dispute Award is passed. 

Date : 15.7.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


iff fosfi-, 22 ^Tlf, 2019 

1350.—'4uiiRi+ 1947 (1947 ^ 14) # sun 17 % sh^hui *r 

the? 11/4 j 'Ti a tiw % juiwt % tpfrrff % #3- f 
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69/2011)^t^TRETTi7cft | 22.07.2019 Wfirsn I 

[t. TET-11012/5/1 997-3TTt3TfT (ttr-)] 


ft. %. f^wt% suit 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1350. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 69/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
22.07.2019. 


[No. L-11012/5/1997-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT No.l, 

NEW DELHI 

ID No. 69/2011 


Shri Baldev Singh s/o. late Shri Ram Singh , 

Qr.No. RZ-69 Bindapur Extension, Near Uttam Nagar, 

New Delhi 110059. .. .Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) 

Through its Executive Director (Personnel), 

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110003. ...Management/Respondent 


AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide letter 
No.L-11012/5/97-IR(M) dated 31.12.1997 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) New Delhi 
in terminating the services of Shri Baldev Singh, Machine Man, w.e.f. 14/12/1996, is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from what date?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant Baldev Singh filed his statement of claim (dated 26/3/1988), 
with the averments that in the first week of January, 1989 he was engaged as a Machine-man by the National Airports 
Authority Printing Press & was initially paid an amount of Rs.1200/- per month which was subsequently revised and his 
drawn wags for the month of September, 1996 was Rs.2500/- per month. Though the workman served the above Press 
owned and run by the Management for the subsequent period from 1/10/1996 to 13/12/1996 but he was not paid wages 
for the same despite numerous requests to the Manager of the Press and other superior authorities at his own and through 
Airports Authority Kamgar Union (NAAKU) of which he was a Member but to no avail. Thereafter the aforesaid Union 
approached the Conciliation Officer but to no success. It is pleaded that the Manager of the Press or the Management of 
Airport Authority of India did not give any appointment letter, identity card, medical facility etc. to the workman. The 
Management sealed the Printing Press in the evening of 13 th December, 1996 when the workman and his fellow 
colleagues left the press after performing duty and when they reported for work in the morning of 14/12/1996 at 
9.30 AM, they came to know about the wrongful/illegal lock out of the Press and in this way the services of the 
workman/claimant who had worked for more than 240 days with the Management, were terminated without giving any 
notice or notice pay or retrenchment compensation and as such action of the Management is illegal and wrong. Prayer 
has been made for reinstatement with full back wages in the industrial pay-scale of Rs.2720-4400 w.e.f. 14/12/1996 and 
continuity of services and all consequential benefits vis-a-vis grant of next higher pay scale of Rs. 2950—5270 on 
completion of 8 years service w.e.f 1/1/1997. He has also claimed interest @ 18% per annum on the entitled amount, as 
a matter incidental to the main dispute. 

3. Management resisted the claim of the Claimant Union, by filing written reply and took preliminary objections 
that the claim is not maintainable as there is no employer and employee relationship between the parties because the 
claimant/applicant was never the employee of the Management and as such no industrial dispute existed between the 
parties Even no valid/prior demand notice was served upon the Management. The claim is not maintainable for non 
joinder of necessary party viz contractor . While denying all the allegations of the claimant, it has been pleaded that the 
Management had never engaged any such person including the claimant and completion of 240 days by him is a mere 
concoction for creating a claim and the Management never terminated the services of any workman. It is alleged that the 
printing press was closed perfectly in a legal manner as per terms and conditions of the contact between the contractor 
Shri N.Lall and the Management. Prayer has been made for rejection of claim petition. 

4. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder/replication, reiterating his own case and denied the allegations made in 
the written statement. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 27/5/2011 :- 

(1) Whether there was no relationship of employer and employee between the parties ? 
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(2) Whether the press was being run by the Management through a contractor, who employed the claimant 
in the said Press ? 

(3) As in terms of reference ? 

(4) Relief. 

6. In order to prove the case, Smt. Nirmala Devi wife of Shri Baldev Singh appeared in the witness box as WW1. 

7. On the other hand, the Management examined two witnesses namely Shri O.P. Chamoli, Asstt. General 
Manager (HR) and Shri Girish Kumar, Manager (Personnel), who filed their respective affidavits as Ex.MW2/A and 
Ex.MW3/A and they placed reliance on the documents Ex,.MWl/l and Ex.MW2/l to Ex.MW2/7. 

6. I have heard Shri Manish Sherawat and Shri Digvijay Rai, A/R for the Management since none appeared on 
behalf of the claimant. I have also gone through the record carefully. My findings on above issues are as follows. 

Issue No.l and 2 

7. Both these issues being inter-related are taken up together and they can be disposed of conveniently by common 
discussion. 

8. At the outset I may mention that case of the claimant/workman is that he had been working as Machine-Man in 
the Printing Press of the Management from 1 st week of 1989 till 13/12/1996 and that his services were illegally 
terminated on 14/12/1996, whereas contention of the Management is that the workman/claimant was never engaged by it 
and there existed no relationship of employer-employee between the parties. 

9. According to the testimony of Smt. Nirmala Devi wife of the claimant WW1 (which was recorde4d on 
4/7/2011), her husband Baldev Singh used to work as Machine-Man under Airport Authority. He was engaged under 
the Management on 1.1.1989. He was getting Rs.1400 to Rs.1500/- per month as wages She deposed that it was 
Saturday on 14/12/1996 when her husband had gone for duty but he returned home at 5 PM and informed her that the 
press was locked. Her husband had have orally requested the Management for regularization of his services but same 
was not accepted rather his services were terminated without any notice. Her husband had made efforts to search job but 
he was not given any job by any employer, saying that he has been terminated from government job and as such her 
husband was unemployed since after termination of his services. Whereabouts of her husband are not known since 
29/5/1999 and she had made a complaint to the police in this regard and copy of the same is Ex.WWl/10. She has also 
filed on record copy of the application made to the SDM, Punjabi Bagh (as Ex.WWl/9) regarding verification of death of 
her husband Shri Baldev Singh who was missing since 29/5/1999. She had also submitted an application to the 
Management for giving appointment on compassionate ground to her son Sandeep kumar and copy of the same is 
Ex.WWl/1. In cross examination she deposed that she does not have any document of PF and ESI benefits availed by 
her husband. She denied the suggestion that her husband had disclosed her that he was a contractual employee and was 
working in the office of the Management through the contractor Mr. Lall. 

10. According to the testimony of MW2 OP Chamoli, the Printing Press owned by Airport Authority of India was 
run by Shri N. Lall - a contractor on monthly consolidated amount of Rs. 10,000/- initially and the said Press ran upto 31 st 
December, 1996. Copy of the letter of Award of contract dated 1/1/1989 (Ex.MW2/l) has been filed on record. In 
cross examination MW2 Shri O.P. Chamoli admitted that document Ex.MW2/3 accords sanction for payment of printing 
contract charges for a period of three years. He showed his ignorance if there were seven machines installed in the 
printing press or that out of those seven machines, five machines were power driven and remaining two machines were 
manual driven. He failed to affirm or deny whether there were 17 to 21 employees working in the printing press or that 
Ex.MW2/W-3 is the job card which was being used in the printing press. He showed his ignorance whether any 
document has been filed by the Management to show that N.Lal was awarded contract to run the press. He denied the 
suggestion that Shri N.Lal was working as Manager in the press and was not a contractor. It is noteworthy to mention 
here that in the document Ex. MW2/3 (dated 14.10.1992) the designation of Shri N.Lall has been described as Manager, 
NAA (National Airport Authority) Printing Press. Though this witness had taken time to produce record relating to pay 
bill receipts and muster roll, however he failed to produce the same and simply stated that the record is not available. 

11. MW3 Girish Kumar in his testimony/affidavit Ex.MW3/A also tried to support the version of the Management 
that contract/agreement Ex.MW2/l was awarded to Shri N.Lal and that the workers including the claimant were engaged 
by the contractor. He also stated that the printing press was closed by the Management and the assets of the printing 
press had been sold out. In cross examination this witness stated that the Management did not have documents to show 
that the workman/claimant was in the employment of the contractor. He showed his ignorance whether the Management 
was duly registered under Section 7 of CLRA Act or the contractor had obtained licence under Section 12 of CLRA Act. 

12. The Management has neither examined Mr. Lall -the contractor nor produced any other document to show that 
the claimant/Baldev Singh was working in the Printing Press through the contractor Mr.Lall. Even perusal of the 
contract Ex.MW2/l shows that the award/contract was primarily for running of the printing press with required 
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manpower to be provided by the contractor at Headquarter of National Airports Authority. The 

contract/agreement was valid for three years, that is upto 31 st December, 1991. There is nothing on record to suggest 
that the contract/award ExMW2/l which expired on 31/12/1991 was renewed / extended in favour of the said 
contractor or any fresh contract/agreement was executed in favour of some other contractor for running the 
Printing Press of the Management, which was run upto 31 st December, 1996. It is manifest from the reading of 
contract Ex.MW2/l that machinery, space/accommodation, electricity and paper used for printing were supplied by the 
Management and role of the contractor or the Manager Shri N.Lal was just to supply or supervise the manpower for 
printing of the printing material of the Management at the AAI Printing Press. It emerges that workers including the 
claimant were hired by Airport Authority of India through the contractor/ Manager M/s N.Lall for doing the printing 
work. There is nothing on record to suggest that the Management had awarded contract to M/s N.Lal for completion of 
any project or that the said contractor himself was fully responsible for carrying out the project of the Management. 

13. It is fairly settled that the ID Act as well as Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 are essentially 
social and beneficial legislations. The main purpose of the CLRA Act, 1970 is to regulate the conditions of workers 
under the contract labour system and to provide for its abolition by the appropriate government as provided under Section 
10 of the said Act. Section 12 of the said Act bars a contractor from undertaking or executing any work through contract 
labour, except under and in accordance with a licence issued. Section 23, 24 and 25 of the Act makes contravention of 
the provisions of Act punishable thereunder. There is also requirement for the principal employer of the establishment to 
get itself registered under the CLRA Act so as to avail the benefit of provisions of the Act. 

14. Constitution Bench of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the celebrated case of Steel Authority of India Ltd. 
Vs. National Union Waterfront Workers, (2001) 7 SCC 1 notices the following circumstances under which contract 
labour would be held to be the workmen of the principal employer 

“107. An analysis of the cases, discussed above, shows that they fall in three classes : 

(i) Where contract labour is engaged in or in connection with the work of an establishment establishment 
and employment of contract labour is prohibited either because the Industrial Adjudicator/Court 
ordered abolition of contract or because the appropriate Govt, issued notification under Section 10(1) 
of the CLRA Act, no automatic absorption of the contract labour working in the establishment was 
ordered. 

(ii) Where the contract was found to be a sham and nominal, rather a camouflage, in which case the 
contract labour working in the establishment of the principal employer, were held in fact and in reality, 
the employees of the principal employer himself. Indeed such cases do not relate to abolition of 
contract labour but present instances wherein the Court pierced the veil and declared the correct 
position as a fact at the stage after employment of contract labour stood prohibited. 

(iii) Where in discharge of a statutory obligation of maintaining a canteen in an establishment, the principal 
employer availed the services of a contractor, the Courts have held that the contract labour would 
indeed be the employees of the principal employer. 


15. In the case of Management of Ashok Hotel Vs. the Workmen (W.P. -Civil No.14828/2006 - decided on 
19/2/2013) . similar issue was involved and it was a case where various workmen were working continuously as 
safaiwala/housemen in the kitchen department etc. and they were alleged to be working directly under the contractor who 
had entered into a contract with the principal employer i.e. Ashok Hotel. Contention of the Management to the effect 
that workmen were employees of the contractor was rejected and contract in the said case was held to be sham and 
camouflage so as to deny direct relationship of employer (Ashok Hotel) and the workmen. 


16. I may mention that situation in the instant case is not distinct. It is evident from the evidence adduced on record 
that the contract Ex.MW2/l awarded to the contractor was for supply of workforce/manpower to the Management 
Airport Authority of India for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the Management. Even control and 
supervision over the work of the claimant/workman was that of the Management. Thus, it emerges from the record that 
the workman/claimant had not been hired in connection with the work of a contractor rather he had been hired by the 
contractor for the work of the Management, that is to say for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the 
Management/Airport Authority of India. This is indicative of the fact that contract/s between the Management and 
N.Lall was a sham and mere camouflage so as to deny relationship of employer and employee between it and the 
claimant herein. It is manifest from the evidence adduced on record that the workman Baldev Singh had been working 
regularly without any breaks from January, 1989 till 13/12/2014 whereas his services were terminated w.e.f.14/12/1996. 
As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of employer -employee between the 
Management/Airport Authority of India and the workman/ claimant herein. Both these issues are decided accordingly 
in favour of the claimant and against the Management. 
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Issue No.3 

17. It is the case of the claimant that his services were terminated without issuing any notice or without any notice 
pay/compensation. It is a matter of record that the Management has not filed on record any document to show that any 
notice or retrenchment compensation has been paid to the claimant prior to his termination. Thus it can be inferred that 
no notice or compensation in lieu of notice period was given to the claimant by the Management and termination of the 
claimant/workman by the Management was in violation of provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. This goes to show 
that the Management terminated the services of the claimant/workman in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

18. I may mention that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it reads as under :- 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the 
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of 
the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen 
days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of six 
months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.’’ 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government apart-from 
giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of the notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. There is nothing on record to show that either any notice was issued by the 
Management or notice pay/compensation was paid to the workman/claimant prior to his termination. As such, the 
Management has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

19. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 

Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management to be illegal and void under the law. 

20. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination of his services or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to him, as such action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the workman w.e.f. 14.12.1996 is held to be illegal and void. 

21. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It stands proved on record that claimant was continuously in 
the employment of the Management from January, 1989 to 13.12.1996. His last drawn wages were Rs.1400- 1500/- 
per month. Services of the claimant were illegally terminated on 14.12.1996. Thereafter the claimant approached the 
Conciliation Officer but to no avail and ultimately the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication under Section 
10 of the Act vide letter dated 31.12.1997. Onus was upon the claimant/workman to plead and prove that he is 
unemployed since after his termination. Although it was not pleaded in the statement of claim that the workmen was/is 
unemployed since after termination of his services, however WW1 Smt Nirmala Devi -wife of the workman deposed that 
after termination her husband had tried for job but was not granted. It would not be out of place to mention here that the 
workman Baldev Singh has been missing and untraceable since 29.5.1999 as per testimony of WW1 which fact finds 
support from the documents Ex.WWl/9 and Ex.WWl/0 - as referred to above, There is nothing on record to suggest 
that the workmen Baldev Singh was selected through due process of selection or he was a regular / permanent employee 
of the Management. 

22. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and 
back wages is the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed 
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or was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then it has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to the 
termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the existence 
of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its existence. It is 
always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the employee 
shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that 
the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or substantially similar 
emoluments.” 


23. Latest trend itself discernable from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’ble Apex Court is that when a 
person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that situation full back wages are 
not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal while considering 
the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. Food 
Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under 

“ Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in 
a given fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed 
procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order 
of retrenchment passed in violation of Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of 
reinstatement should not, however, automatically be passed. The award of reinstatement with full back 
wages in a case where the workman has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding the date of 
termination, particularly daily wages has not been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and instead 
compensation has been awarded. The Supreme Court has distinguished between a daily wager who 
does not hold a post and a permanent employee. The reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in 
such cases are obvious. It is trite law that when the termination is found to be illegal, because of non 
payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily required under Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the management to terminate 
the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation. 

24. Having regard to the recent judicial trends coupled with aforesaid peculiar facts & circumstances of the case, this 
Tribunal is of the opinion that an amount of Rs. One lakh (Rupees One Lakh) as compensation would be just and 
reasonable, and the same is awarded in favour of the workman/claimant herein. The amount would be payable to the 
legal heirs of the workman in case they file requisite certificate/declaration to the effect that the workman Baldev Singh 
(being not traceable since 29/5/1999) is presumed to have died. In case this compensation amount is not paid by the 
Management within one month from the date of publication of this Award, then the claimant will be entitled to recover 
the same alongwith interest @ 6% per annum from the date of filing the claim petition till realization of the amount. 
Award is passed accordingly in favour of the claimant and against the Management.. 

Date : 18.7.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA , Presiding Officer 


22 ^rrf, 2019 

W.sir. 1351.—1947 (1947 4T 14) ft STRT 17 % t HT4T7 

# ^#4 *R4>H 3lf&WT Tr$ ^DT t^HTFPT-1, Tf ff^ft % WR: {tzf WTT 

70/2011)#4^Tf^4i7cfr | 22.07.2019 I 

[t. tt^T- 1 1012/3/1997-3Trt3TT7; (ttr-)] 


ft. W>. 3F4T 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1351. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
22.07.2019. 


[No. L-11012/3/1997-IR (M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT No.l, 

NEW DELHI 

ID No. 70/2011 


Shri Ganga Singh s/o. Shri Diwan Singh, 

Qr.No T-3/2-4 INA Colony, 

New Delhi 110023. .. .Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


1-Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) 

Through its Executive Director (Personnel), 

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110023. ...Management/Respondent 


AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide letter 
No.L-11012/3/97-IR(M) dated 06.01.1998 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) New Delhi 
in terminating the services f Shri Ganga Singh, Machine Man, w.e.f. 14.12.1998, is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from what date?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant Ganga Singh filed his statement of claim, with the averments 
that he was initially engaged as a Machine Man by the National Airports Authority Printing Press w.e.f. 1 st week of July, 
1989 an was paid an amount of Rs.500/- per month which was subsequently revised and his drawn wags for the month of 
September, 1996 was Rs.2200/- per month. Though the claimant/workman served the above Press owned and run by the 
Management for the subsequent period from 1.10.1996 to 13.12.1996 but he was not paid wages for the same despite 
numerous requests to the Manager of the Press and other superior authorities at his own and through Airports Authority 
Kamgar Union (NAAKU) of which he was a Member but to no avail. Thereafter the aforesaid Union approached the 
Conciliation Officer but to no success. It is pleaded that the Manager of the Press or the Management of Airport 
Authority of India did not give any appointment letter, identity card, medical facility etc. etc; to the workman. The 
Management sealed the Printing Press in the evening of 13 th December, 1996 when the workman and his fellow 
colleagues left the press after performing duty and when they reported for work in the morning of 14.12.1996 at 9.30 
AM, they came to know about the wrongful/illegal lock out of the Press and in this way the services of the 
workman/claimant who had worked for more than 240 days with the Management, were terminated without giving any 
notice or notice pay or retrenchment compensation and as such action of the Management is illegal and wrong. Prayer 
has been made for reinstatement with full back wages in the industrial pay-scale f Rs2720-4400 w.e.f. 14.12.1996 and 
continuity of services and all consequential benefits vis-a-vis grant of next higher pay scale of Rs.2950-90-3850-100- 
4850-110-5270 on completion of 8 years service w.ef 1.7.1997. He has also claimed interest @ 18% per annum on the 
entitled amount, as a matter incidental to the main dispute. 

3. Management resisted the claim of the Claimant Union, by filing written reply and took preliminary objections 
that the claim is not maintainable as there is no employer and employee relationship between the parties because the 
claimant/applicant was never the employee of the Management and as such no industrial dispute existed between the 
parties Even no valid/prior demand notice was served upon the Management. The claim is not maintainable for non 
joinder of necessary party viz contractor. While denying all the allegations of the claimant, it has been pleaded that the 
Management had never engaged any such person viz claimant Ganga Singh and completion of 240 days by him is a 
mere concoction for creating a claim and the Management never terminated the services of any workman. It is alleged 
that the printing press was closed perfectly in a legal manner as per terms and conditions of the contact between the 
contractor and the Management. Prayer has been made for rejection of claim petition. 

4. The claimant/’workman filed rejoinder/replication, reiterating his own case and denied the allegations made in 
the written statement. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 27.5.2011 :- 

(1) Whether there was no relationship of employer and employee between the parties ? 
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(2) Whether the press was being run by the Management through a contractor, who employed the claimant in 
the said Press ? 

(3) As in terms of reference ? 

(4) Relief. 

6. In order to prove his case, the workman examined himself as WW1 & reiterated the averments as mentioned in 
the claim petition. 

7. On the other hand, the Management examined two witnesses namely Shri O.P. Chamoli, Asstt. General 
Manager (HR) and Shri Girish Kumar, Manager (Personnel), who filed their respective affidavits as Ex.MW2/A and 
Ex.MW3/A and they placed reliance on the documents Ex.MW2/l to Ex.MW2/7 and Ex.MW3/l. 

6. I have heard Shri Radhey Shyam Soni, A/R for the workman./claimant and Shri Manish Sherawat & Shri 
Digvijay Rai, A/Rs for Management. I have also gone through the record carefully. My findings on above issues are as 
follows. 

Issue No.l and 2 

7. Both these issues being inter-related are taken up together and they can be disposed of conveniently by common 
discussion. 

8. At the outset I may mention that case of the claimant/workman is that he had been working as Machineman in 
t.e Printing Press of the Management w.e.f. 1.7.1989 till 13.12.1996 and that his services were illegally terminated 
w.e.f. 14.12.1996 as the Press was locked out, whereas contention of the Management is that the workman/claimant was 
never engaged by it and there existed no relationship of employer-employee between the parties. 

9. In his oral testimony, the claimant has testified that he worked as Machineman under the Management from 
1.7.1989 till 13.12.1996 continuously and without any break. On 14.12.1996 the Management locked out and he was 
illegally terminated from service without any notice. He explained that he used to do job of card printing and paper 
printing . His last drawn wages were Rs.2200/- per month and wages used to be paid to him by the Management 
through vouchers duly signed by me. In cross examination, he admitted that the Management had not issued any 
appointment letter to him. He has got no document to show that the Management used to pay wages to him. He has also 
got no document to show that his PF and ESI contributions used to be deducted by the Management. He has got no 
proof to show he used to get his attendance marked with the Management. He denied the suggestion that he did not 
mark his attendance in the register of the Management. He explained that he used to work under Shri Lai, Manager. 
He showed his ignorance that Shri Lai was the contractor. He admitted that the Press has been lying closed since 
14.12.1996. He denied the suggestion that the Management never terminated his services. He, however, admitted that 
he is presently working in NOIDA and earning around Rs3500/- to Rs.4000/- per month. 

10. As per the testimony (affidavit Ex.MW2/A) of MW2 OP Chamoli, the Printing Press owned by Airport 
Authority of India was run by Shri N. Lall - a contractor on monthly consolidated amount of Rs. 10,000/- initially and the 
said Press run upto 31 st December, 1996. He has filed on record copy of the Award letter dated 1.1.1989 (Ex.MW2/l). 
There is nothing on record to suggest that the contract/award ExMW2/l which expired on 31.12.1991 was 
renewed/extended in favour of the said contractor or any fresh contract/agreement was executed with some other 
contractor for running the Printing Press of the Management, which was run upto 31 st December, 1996. In cross 
examination MW2 Shri O.P. Chamoli showed his ignorance whether N.Lal was awarded contract to run the press. He 
denied the suggestion that Shri N.Lal was working as Manager in the press and was not a contractor. It is noteworthy to 
mention here that in the document Ex.MW2/3 ( dated 14.10.1992) the designation of Shri N.Lall has been described as 
Manager, NAA (National Airport Authority) Printing Press. Though this witness had taken time to produce record 
relating to pay bill receipts and muster roll, however he failed to produce the same and simply stated that the record is not 
available. He showed his ignorance if there were seven machines installed in the printing press or that out of those seven 
machines, five machines were power driven and remaining two machines were manual driven. He failed to affirm or 
deny whether there were 17 to 21 employees working in the printing press or that Ex.MW2/W-3 is the job card which 
was being used in the printing press. 

11. MW3 Girish Kumar in his testimony/affidavit Ex.MW3/A also tried to support the version of the Management 
that contract/agreement Ex.MWl/1 was awarded to Shri N.Lal and that the workers including the claimant were engaged 
by the contractor. He also stated that the printing press was closed by the Management and the assets of the printing 
press had been sold out. In cross examination this witness stated that the Management did not have documents to show 
that the workman/claimant was in the employment of the contractor. He showed his ignorance whether the Management 
was duly registered under Section 7 of CLRA Act or the contractor had obtained licence under Section 12 of CLRA Act. 

12. Perusal of the contract Ex.MW2/l shows that the award/contract was primarily for running of the printing press 

with required manpower to be provided by the contractor at Headquarter of National Airports Authority. The 
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contract/agreement was valid for three years, that is upto 31 sl December, 1991. It is manifest from the reading of 
contract Ex.MW2/l that machinery, space/accommodation, electricity and paper used was supplied by the Management 
and role of the contractor or the Manager Shri N.Lal was to supply the manpower for printing of the printing material at 
the AAI Printing Press. It emerges that workers including the claimant were hired by Airport Authority of India through 
the contractor/Manager M/s N.Lall for doing the printing work. There is nothing on record to suggest that the 
Management had awarded contract to M/s N.Lal for completion of any project or that the said contractor himself was 
fully responsible for carrying out the project of the Management. 

13. It is fairly settled that the ID Act as well as Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 are essentially 
social and beneficial legislations. The main purpose of the CLRA Act, 1970 is to regulate the conditions of workers 
under the contract labour system and to provide for its abolition by the appropriate government as provided under Section 
10 of the said Act. Section 12 of the said Act bars a contractor from undertaking or executing any work through contract 
labour, except under and in accordance with a licence issued. Section 23, 24 and 25 of the Act makes contravention of 
the provisions of Act punishable thereunder. There is also requirement for the principal employer of the establishment to 
get itself registered under the CLRA Act so as to avail the benefit of provisions of the Act. 

14. Constitution Bench of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the celebrated case of Steel Authority of India Ltd. Vs. 
National Union Waterfront Workers, (2001) 7 SCC 1 notices the following circumstances under which contract labour 
would be held to be the workmen of the principal employer 

“107. An analysis of the cases, discussed above, shows that they fall in three classes : 

(i) Where contract labour is engaged in or in connection with the work of an establishment establishment 
and employment of contract labour is prohibited either because the Industrial Adjudicator/Court 
ordered abolition of contract or because the appropriate Govt, issued notification under Section 10(1) 
of the CLRA Act, no automatic absorption of the contract labour working in the establishment was 
ordered. 

(ii) Where the contract was found to be a sham and nominal, rather a camouflage, in which case the 
contract labour working in the establishment of the principal employer, were held in fact and in reality, 
the employees of the principal employer himself. Indeed such cases do not relate to abolition of 
contract labour but present instances wherein the Court pierced the veil and declared the correct 
position as a fact at the stage after employment of contract labour stood prohibited. 

(iii) Where in discharge of a statutory obligation of maintaining a canteen in an establishment, the principal 
employer availed the services of a contractor, the Courts have held that the contract labour would 
indeed be the employees of the principal employer. 

15. In the case of Management of Ashok Hotel Vs. the Workmen (W.P. -Civil No.14828/2006 - decided on 
19.2.2013), similar issue was involved and it was a case where various workmen were working continuously as 
safaiwala/housemen in the kitchen department etc. and they were alleged to be working directly under the contractor who 
had entered into a contract with the principal employer i.e. Ashok Hotel. Contention of the Management to the effect 
that workmen were employees of the contractor was rejected and contract in the said case was held to be sham and 
camouflage so as to deny direct relationship of employer (Ashok Hotel ) and the workmen. 

16. I may mention that situation in the instant case is not distinct. It is evident from the evidence adduced on record 
that the contract Ex.MW2/l awarded to the contractor was for supply of workforce/manpower to the Management 
Airport Authority of India for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the Management. Even control and 
supervision over the work of the claimant/workman was that of the Management. Thus, it emerges from the record that 
the workman/claimant had not been hired in connection with the work of a contractor rather he had been hired by the 
contractor for the work of the Management, that is to say for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the 
Management/Airport Authority of India. This is indicative of the fact that contract/s between the Management and 
N.Lall was a sham and mere camouflage so as to deny relationship of employer and employee between it and the 
claimant herein. It is manifest from the evidence adduced on record that the workman had been working regularly 
without any breaks since 4/7/2008 till 5/7/2013 when his services were terminated. As such, this Tribunal has no 
hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of employer -employee between the Management/Airport Authority of 
India and the workman/ claimant herein. Both these issues are decided accordingly in favour of the claimant and against 
the Management. 

Issue No.3 

17. It is the case of the claimant that his services were terminated without issuing any notice or without any notice 
pay/compensation. Admittedly the Management has not filed on record any document to show that any notice or 
retrenchment compensation has been paid to the claimant prior to his termination. Thus it can be inferred that no notice 
or compensation in lieu of notice period was given to the claimant by the Management and as such termination of the 
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claimant/workman by the Management was in violation of provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. This goes to show 
that the Management terminated the services of the claimant/workman in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

18. I may mention that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it reads as under :- 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the 
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of 
the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen 
days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of six 
months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.’’ 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government apart-from 
giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of the notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. There is nothing on record to show that either any notice was issued by the 
Management or notice pay/compensation was paid to the workman/claimant prior to his termination. As such, the 
Management has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

19. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 

Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management to be illegal and void under the law. 

20. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to him, as such action of the Management in 
terminating the services of the workman w.e.f. 14.12.1996 is held to be illegal and void. 

21. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It stands proved on record that claimant was continuously in 
the employment of the Management from July, 1989 to 13.12.1996. His last drawn wages were Rs.2200/- per month. 
Services of the claimant were illegally terminated on 14.12.1996. Thereafter the claimant approached the Conciliation 
Officer but to no avail and ultimately the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication under Section 10 of the Act 
vide letter dated 6/1/1998. In his testimony recorded on 4.7.2011 the claimant had admitted that he had been working in 
NOIDA and earning around Rs.3500/- to Rs.4000/- per month. Thus, it is evident from the testimony of the claimant 
that presently he is gainfully employed. 

22. Latest trend itself discernable from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’ble Apex Court is that when a 
person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that situation full back wages are 
not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal while considering 
the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. Food Corporation 
of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under :- 

“ Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given 
fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. 
Compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order of retrenchment 
passed in violation of Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of reinstatement should not, 
however, automatically passed. The award of reinstatement with full back wages in a case where the workman 
has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding the date of termination, particularly daily wages has not 
been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and instead compensation has been awarded. The Supreme 
Court has distinguished between a daily wager who does not hold a post and a permanent employee. The 
reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious. It is trite law that when the termination 
is found to be illegal, because of non payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily 
required under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the 
management to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation. 
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23. Having regard to the recent judicial trends and duration of service rendered by the claimant, an amount of Rs. 2 
lakh (Rupees Two Lakhs) appears to be just and reasonable, and the same is payable to the claimant herein by the 
Management. In case this compensation amount is not paid within one month from the date of publication of this Award, 
then the claimant will be entitled to recover the same alongwith interest @ 6% per annum from the date of filing the 
claim petition till realization of the amount. Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 15/7/2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


Tf f^ft, 22 *pnt 2019 

^r.sir. 1352 .— fwr arfsrf^uT 1947 (1947 w 14) ft srm 17 % 3 ^*rui ir VsTI-m butk 
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3l1flR|+ if HTTT7: sflf'lRld. srf^RW tt^ STR -4MM4-1, f^ft f W WIT 

111/2011) ft WtR'ET TiTcft | ft VsTi-M B ObK ft 22.07.2019 ft W fTT qr I 

[t. TTH'-11012/7/1997-3nt3HT (mr)] 


ft. f. ftrmj, wt 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2019 

S.O. 1352. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 111/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
22.07.2019. 


[No. L-l 1012/7/1997-IR (M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT NO. 1 

NEW DELHI 

ID No. 111/2011 


Shri Virendra Kumar s/o. Shri Charan Singh , 

Qr.No.443 Chaudharana Pana, Vill. Badli, 

District Jhajjar (Haryana). .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 


Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) 

Through its Executive Director (Personnel), 

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110003. .. .Management/Respondent 

AWARD 

This Award shall decide a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide letter 
No.L-l 1012/7/97-IR(M) dated 31.12.1997 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Airport Authority of India (National Airports Division) New Delhi 
in terminating the services of Shri Virender Kumar, Paper Man, w.e.f. 14/12/1998, is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from what date? 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant Virender Kumar filed his statement of claim, with the 

averments that he was initially engaged as a Paperman by the National Airports Authority Printing Press w.e.f. 2nd week 
of November, 1990 and was initially paid an amount of Rs.600/- per month which was subsequently revised and his 
drawn wags for the month of September, 1996 was Rs.1700/- per month. Though the claimant/workman served the 
above Press owned and run by the Management for the subsequent period from 1/10/1996 to 13/12/1996 but he was not 
paid wages for the same despite numerous requests to the Manager of the Press and other superior authorities at his own 
and through Airports Authority Kamgar Union (NAAKU) of which he was a Member but to no avail. Thereafter the 
aforesaid Union approached the Conciliation Officer but to no success. It is pleaded that the Manager of the Press or 
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the Management of Airport Authority of India did not give any appointment letter, identity card, medical facility etc. etc; 
to the workman. The Management sealed the Printing Press in the evening of 13 th December, 1996 when the workman 
and his fellow colleagues left the press after performing duty and when they reported for work in the morning of 
14/12/1996 at 9.30 AM, they came to know about the wrongful/illegal lock out of the Press and in this way the services 
of the workman/claimant who had worked for more than 240 days with the Management, were terminated without giving 
any notice or notice pay or retrenchment compensation and as such action of the Management is illegal and wrong. 
Prayer has been made for reinstatement with full back wages in the industrial pay-scale of Rs.2550-3660 w.e.f. 
14/12/1996 and continuity of services and all consequential benefits vis-a-vis grant of next higher pay scale of Rs. 2720- 
4400 on completion of 8 years service w.ef 1/7/1998. He has also claimed interest @ 18% per annum on the entitled 
amount, as a matter incidental to the main dispute. 

3. Management resisted the claim of the Claimant Union, by filing written reply and took preliminary objections 
that the claim is not maintainable as there is no employer and employee relationship between the parties because the 
claimant/applicant was never the employee of the Management and as such no industrial dispute existed between the 
parties Even no valid/prior demand notice was served upon the Management. The claim is not maintainable for non 
joinder of necessary party viz contractor . While denying all the allegations of the claimant, it has been pleaded that the 
Management had never engaged any such person including the claimant and completion of 240 days by him is a mere 
concoction for creating a claim and the Management never terminated the services of any workman. It is alleged that the 
printing press was closed perfectly in a legal manner as per terms and conditions of the contact between the contractor 
Shri N.Lall and the Management. Prayer has been made for rejection of claim petition. 

4. The claimant/’workman filed rejoinder/replication, reiterating his own case and denied the allegations made in 
the written statement. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 27/5/2011 :- 

(1) Whether there was no relationship of employer and employee between the parties ? 

(2) Whether the press was being run by the Management through a contractor, who employed the claimant in 
the said Press ? 

(3) As in terms of reference ? 

(4) Relief. 

6. In order to prove his case, the workman himself appeared in the witness box as WW1 & reiterated the 
averments as mentioned in the claim petition. 

7. On the other hand, the Management examined two witnesses namely Shri O.P. Chamoli, Asstt. General 
Manager (HR) and Shri Girish Kumar, Manager (Personnel), who filed their respective affidavits as Ex.MW2/A and 
Ex.MW3/A and they placed reliance on the documents Ex,.MWl/l and Ex.MW2/l to Ex.MW2/7. 

6. I have heard Shri Radhey Shyam Soni, A/R for the workman./claimant and Shri Manish Sherawat and Shri 
Digvijay Rai, A/R for the Management. I have also gone through the record carefully. My findings on above issues are 
as follows. 

Issue No.l and 2 

7. Both these issues being inter-related are taken up together and they can be disposed of conveniently by common 
discussion. 

8. At the outset I may mention that case of the claimant/workman is that he had been working as Paper-Man in the 
Printing Press of the Management from 1/11/1990 till 13/12/1996 and that his services were illegally terminated on 
14/12/1996, whereas contention of the Management is that the workman/claimant was never engaged by it and there 
existed no relationship of employer-employee between the parties. 

9. In his oral testimony, the claimant WW1 has testified that he was engaged under the Management on 
1.11.1990. Initially he was getting Rs.500/- per month as wages which were revised to Rs.550/- per month after six 
months of his service. In December, 1996 his wages were Rs.900/=- per month. He claimed to have orally requested 
the Management in March, 1996 for regularization of his services but same was not accepted. Thereafter he filed his 
claim before Labour Authority/conciliation officer. However, on 14 th December, 1996 his services were terminated by 
the Management without any notice or notice compensation. In cross examination, he deposed that Shri Lai Sahib who 
was the Manager of the Printing Press used to pay him wages. His uncle Shri Shiv Chran who ws employee of Airport 
Authority had got him employed under the Management, for which he had not given any application or interview. He 
got the job on recommendation of his uncle. He clarified that he was getting bonus every year and payment of the same 
was paid through voucher duly signed by him. He denied the suggestion that Mr. Lai Sahib was the contractor who used 
to run the printing press. He denied the suggestion that he did not work under the Management from 1/11/1990 till 
13/12/1996. He admitted that the printing press was closed after 13/12/1996 and that is why his employment came to an 
end. 





5728 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 27, 2019/SRAVANA 5, 1941 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


10. According to the testimony of MW2 OP Chamoli, the Printing Press owned by Airport Authority of India was 
run by Shri N. Lall - a contractor on monthly consolidated amount of Rs. 10,000/- initially and the said Press ran upto 31 st 
December, 1996. Copy of the letter of Award of contract dated 1/1/1989 (Ex.MW2/l) has been filed on record. In 
cross examination MW2 Shri O.P. Chamoli admitted that document Ex.MW2/3 accords sanction for payment of printing 
contract charges for a period of three years. He showed his ignorance if there were seven machines installed in the 
printing press or that out of those seven machines, five machines were power driven and remaining two machines were 
manual driven. He failed to affirm or deny whether there were 17 to 21 employees working in the printing press or that 
Ex.MW2/W-3 is the job card which was being used in the printing press. He showed his ignorance whether any 
document has been filed by the Management to show that N.Lal was awarded contract to run the press. He denied the 
suggestion that Shri N.Lal was working as Manager in the press and was not a contractor. It is noteworthy to mention 
here that in the document Ex.MW2/3 ( dated 14.10.1992) the designation of Shri N.Lall has been described as Manager, 
NAA (National Airport Authority) Printing Press. Though this witness had taken time to produce record relating to pay 
bill receipts and muster roll, however he failed to produce the same and simply stated that the record is not available, 

11. MW3 Girish Kumar in his testimony/affidavit Ex.MW3/A also tried to support the version of the Management 
that contract/agreement Ex.MW2/l was awarded to Shri N.Lal and that the workers including the claimant were engaged 
by the contractor. He also stated that the printing press was closed by the Management and the assets of the printing 
press had been sold out. In cross examination this witness stated that the Management did not have documents to show 
that the workman/claimant was in the employment of the contractor. He showed his ignorance whether the Management 
was duly registered under Section 7 of CLRA Act or the contractor had obtained licence under Section 12 of CLRA Act. 

12. Perusal of the contract Ex.MW2/l shows that the award/contract was primarily for running of the printing press 
with required manpower to be provided by the contractor at Headquarter of National Airports Authority. The 
contract/agreement was valid for three years, that is upto 31 st December, 1991. There is nothing on record to suggest 
that the contract/award ExMW2/l which expired on 31/12/1991 was renewed/extended in favour of the said 
contractor or any fresh contract/agreement was executed with some other contractor for running the Printing 
Press of the Management, which was run upto 31 st December, 1996. It is manifest from the reading of contract 
Ex.MW2/l that machinery, space/accommodation, electricity and paper used for printing were supplied by the 
Management and role of the contractor or the Manager Shri N.Lal was just to supply or supervise the manpower for 
printing of the printing material of the Management at the AAI Printing Press. It emerges that workers including the 
claimant were hired by Airport Authority of India through the contractor/Manager M/s N.Lall for doing the printing 
work. There is nothing on record to suggest that the Management had awarded contract to M/s N.Lal for completion of 
any project or that the said contractor himself was fully responsible for carrying out the project of the Management. 

13. It is fairly settled that the ID Act as well as Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 are essentially 
social and beneficial legislations. The main purpose of the CLRA Act, 1970 is to regulate the conditions of workers 
under the contract labour system and to provide for its abolition by the appropriate government as provided under Section 
10 of the said Act. Section 12 of the said Act bars a contractor from undertaking or executing any work through contract 
labour, except under and in accordance with a licence issued. Section 23, 24 and 25 of the Act makes contravention of 
the provisions of Act punishable thereunder. There is also requirement for the principal employer of the establishment to 
get itself registered under the CLRA Act so as to avail the benefit of provisions of the Act. 

14. Constitution Bench of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the celebrated case of Steel Authority of India Ltd. Ys. 
National Union Waterfront Workers, (2001) 7 SCC 1 notices the following circumstances under which contract labour 
would be held to be the workmen of the principal employer 

“107. An analysis of the cases, discussed above, shows that they fall in three classes : 

(i) Where contract labour is engaged in or in connection with the work of an establishment establishment 
and employment of contract labour is prohibited either because the Industrial Adjudicator/Court 
ordered abolition of contract or because the appropriate Govt, issued notification under Section 10(1) 
of the CLRA Act, no automatic absorption of the contract labour working in the establishment was 
ordered. 

(ii) Where the contract was found to be a sham and nominal, rather a camouflage, in which case the 
contract labour working in the establishment of the principal employer, were held in fact and in reality, 
the employees of the principal employer himself. Indeed such cases do not relate to abolition of 
contract labour but present instances wherein the Court pierced the veil and declared the correct 
position as a fact at the stage after employment of contract labour stood prohibited. 

(iii) Where in discharge of a statutory obligation of maintaining a canteen in an establishment, the principal 
employer availed the services of a contractor, the Courts have held that the contract labour would 
indeed be the employees of the principal employer. 

15. In the case of Management of Ashok Hotel Vs. the Workmen (W.P. -Civil No.14828/2006 - decided on 
19/2/2013) , similar issue was involved and it was a case where various workmen were working continuously as 
safaiwala/housemen in the kitchen department etc. and they were alleged to be working directly under the contractor who 
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had entered into a contract with the principal employer i.e. Ashok Hotel. Contention of the Management to the effect 
that workmen were employees of the contractor was rejected and contract in the said case was held to be sham and 
camouflage so as to deny direct relationship of employer (Ashok Hotel ) and the workmen. 

16. I may mention that situation in the instant case is not distinct. It is evident from the evidence adduced on record 
that the contract Ex.MW2/l awarded to the contractor was for supply of workforce/manpower to the Management 
Airport Authority of India for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the Management. Even control and 
supervision over the work of the claimant/workman was that of the Management. Thus, it emerges from the record that 
the workman/claimant had not been hired in connection with the work of a contractor rather he had been hired by the 
contractor for the work of the Management, that is to say for doing the printing work at the Printing Press of the 
Management/Airport Authority of India. This is indicative of the fact that contract/s between the Management and 
N.Lall was a sham and mere camouflage so as to deny relationship of employer and employee between it and the 
claimant herein. It is manifest from the evidence adduced on record that the workman had been working regularly 
without any breaks from 1/11/1990 till 13/12/2014 whereas his services were terminated w.e.f.14/12/1996. As such, this 
Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that there existed relationship of employer -employee between the 
Management/Airport Authority of India and the workman/ claimant herein. Both these issues are decided accordingly 
in favour of the claimant and against the Management. 

Issue No. 3 

17. It is the case of the claimant that his services were terminated without issuing any notice or without any notice 
pay/compensation. It is a matter of record that the Management has not filed on record any document to show that any 
notice or retrenchment compensation has been paid to the claimant prior to his termination. Thus it can be inferred that 
no notice or compensation in lieu of notice period was given to the claimant by the Management and termination of the 
claimant/workman by the Management was in violation of provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. This goes to show 
that the Management terminated the services of the claimant/workman in violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

18. I may mention that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act which provides for conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of workmen, are absolute and inexorable and it reads as under :- 

“25-F : Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen - 

No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until - 

(a) The workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the 
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of 
the notice; 

(b) The workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen 
days’ average pay for every completed years of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of six 
months; and 

(c) Notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be 
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.’’ 

The above provision makes it clear that the employer is required to give notice to the appropriate Government apart-from 
giving one month’s notice in writing or one month’s wages in lieu of the notice and payment of retrenchment 
compensation to the concerned workman. There is nothing on record to show that either any notice was issued by the 
Management or notice pay/compensation was paid to the workman/claimant prior to his termination. As such, the 
Management has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

19. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 

Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management to be illegal and void under the law. 

20. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination of his services or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to him, as such action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the workman w.e.f. 14/12/1996 is held to be illegal and void. 

21. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It stands proved on record that claimant was continuously in 
the employment of the Management from 1/11/1990 to 13/12/1996. His last drawn wages were Rs.900/- per month. 
Services of the claimant were illegally terminated on 14/12/1996. Thereafter the claimant approached the Conciliation 
Officer but to no avail and ultimately the matter was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication under Section 10 of the Act 
vide letter dated 31/12/1997. Onus was upon the claimant/workman to plead and prove that he is unemployed since 
after his termination. Although the claimant has prayed for reinstatement of his services alongwith back wages, 
however he has neither pleaded nor adduced any evidence to show that he is unemployed since after termination of his 
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services. The claimant has also not filed on record any document to show that he having been selected through due 
process of selection, was a regular or permanent employee of the Management. 

22. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages is the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous 
of getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully 
employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full 
back wages, then it has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the 
employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages 
he/she wads drawing prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that 
the burden of proof of the existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a 
positive averments about its existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove 
a negative fact. Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on 
the employer to specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and 
was getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.’’ 

23. Latest trend itself discernable from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’ble Apex Court is that 

when a person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that situation full back 
wages are not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal while 
considering the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. 
Food Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under 

“ Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in 
a given fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed 
procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order 
of retrenchment passed in violation of Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of 
reinstatement should not, however, automatically be passed. The award of reinstatement with full back 
wages in a case where the workman has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding the date of 
termination, particularly daily wages has not been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and instead 
compensation has been awarded. The Supreme Court has distinguished between a daily wager who 
does not hold a post and a permanent employee. The reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in 
such cases are obvious. It is trite law that when the termination is found to be illegal, because of non 
payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily required under Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the management to terminate 
the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation. 

24. Having regard to the recent judicial trends coupled with aforesaid facts & circumstances of the case , this Tribunal 
is of the opinion that an amount of Rs. 2 lakh (Rupees Two Lakhs) would be just and reasonable, and the same is 
awarded in favour of the claimant herein. In case this compensation amount is not paid by the Management within one 
month from the date of publication of this Award, then the claimant will be entitled to recover the same alongwith 
interest @ 6% per annum from the date of filing the claim petition till realization of the amount. Award is passed 
accordingly in favour of the claimant and against the Management.. 

Date : 15.7.2019 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

23 ^TTt 2019 
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New Delhi, the 23rd July, 2019 

S.O. 1353. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 14/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s W.C.L. and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 15.07.2019. 

[No. L-22012/136/2008-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S.S.GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER. CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT. NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/14/2009 Date: 11.06.2019 

Party No.l : The Sub Area Manager, 

Rayatwari Sub Area of WCL, 

Post- Rayatwari, 

Yabatmal (MS)- 445307. 

Versus 

Party No.2 : Vice President, 

Jharkhand Colliery Mazdoor Union, 

Dadmahal Ward, Hanuman Khidki, 

Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 11 th June, 2019) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Rayatwari Sub Area of WCL and the Union, Jharkhand 
Colliery Mazdoor Union for adjudication, as per letter No.L-22012/136/2008-IR (CM-II) dated 31.03.2009, with the 
following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management of M/S WCL in denying employment to the dependent of late 
Shri Ramdhari Mukaram is legal and justified? To what relief the claimant is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 

statement and accordingly, the union “Jharkhand Colliery Mazdoor Union (“the union” in short) filed the statement of 
claim on behalf of the applicant, Shri Dinesh Ramdhari Mukaram (“the applicant” in short) and the management of WCL 
(here-in-after referred to as the “Party No. 1”) filed its written statement. 

The case of the applicant as projected by the union in the statement of claim is that the deceased father of the 
applicant, Ramdhari Tukaram was appointed as a loader by party No.l on 19. 10. 1972 and he worked with party No.l 
till 22.07.2001, the date of his death and deceased Ramdhari was a permanent employee of party No.l and after the 
death of Ramdhari, his widow applied for compassionate appointment for her son, the present applicant by submitting 
applications dated 15.01.2005 and 11.11.2006, but the party no.l deliberately and illegally avoided to give employment 
to the applicant by applying illegal parameter, which is clear cut discrimination towards the applicant and as in the mean 
time, mother of the applicant died, the applicant approached it (union) and authorized it to pursue the matter before the 
concerned authority on his behalf and though it raised the issue before the party No.l, on behalf of the applicant, to 
provide him compassionate employment, party No.l failed to take cognizance of its application. 

It is further pleaded by the union that the deceased workman had discharged his duty for 24 years as a 
permanent employee till his death and as per the provisions of Coal Wages Agreements, the applicant is entitled for 
employment on the basis of compassionate and the claim of the applicant was rejected by the party No.l saying that 
deceased Ramdhari , the late father of the applicant was a “Badli” worker, but “Badli’ worker also falls within the 
definition of “workman” and “Badli” worker is also entitled to the benefits under all industrial laws and the applicant is 
entitled for employment on compassionate ground and as party No.l refused to give employment to the applicant, the 
union raised the dispute before the ALC and ultimately, the dispute was referred by the Central Government to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

Prayer has been made by the union to direct the management to provide employment to the applicant with all 
consequential benefits. 
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3. The party no.l in the written statement has pleaded inter-alia that the present reference is vague, as the establish 
in which, the workman was working, his designation etc have not been mentioned and hence, the reference is not 
maintainable and the dispute has been raised by the union, but the union has not produced any material on record to show 
that deceased Ramdhari Mukaram was a member of the union and the union is not competent to raise an industrial 
dispute of this nature and the dispute is not an industrial dispute as defined under section 2 (k) of the Act. 

It is further pleaded by party no.l that deceased Ramdhari was appointed as a loader on 19.10.1972 at Ballarpur 
Pit no. 3 & 4 and as Ramdhari was unauthorisedly absent from duty, the management vide its communication No. 373 
dated 06.05.1996 advised him to join duties and also informed him that in case of his failure to join duties, he would be 
treated as a ‘Badli’ worker and as Ramdhari did not join duties, vide letter 489 dated 12/15.06.1996, he was made a Badli 
worker and the placement/ conversion of Ramdhari as a Badli worker was not protested by the workman or his union and 
Ramdhari joined at Mahakali colliery as a Badli worker w.e.f. 15.06.1996 and worked as such till his death on 
21.07.2001 and due to his death, his name was removed from the roll of Badli workers of Mahakali colliery and 
Ramdhari did not complete 240 days as Badli worker in any calendar year and wife of deceased workman after a gap of 
4/5 years, requested the management to consider the case of her son for employment vide applications dated 15.01.2005 
and 11.11.2006 and there was inordinate delay on the part of the applicant requesting the management to appoint him on 
compassionate ground and the applications were rejected by the competent authority on the grounds that deceased 
workman, Ramdhari Mukaram was not a permanent employee and he was on Badli roll at the time of his death, which 
was in tune of the prevailing policy and therefore, its action is justified and legal and interestingly, the applicant, Dinesh 
did not make any application himself for employment, soon after the death of his father, even though he was already a 
major at that time and it is obvious that he was not interested in securing the employment and the applicant is not entitled 
for any relief. 

4. Both the parties have adduced oral evidence in support of their respective claim, besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence. The union has examined Shri Kishore Potanwar, the Vice-President of the union as a witness in 
support of the claim. Shri Shrikrishna Shelke, the Senior Personnel Manager of Rayatwari Sub Area has been examined 
as a witness by the party no. 1. On considering the evidence of both parties and argument, my predecessor passed an 
award on 13.01.2014. After that, the Hon’ble High Court on considering argument of both parties in Writ Petition No. 
6027/2014, remitted back this case to this Tribunal “To record finding on the claim of Respondent and then proceed to 
decide the matter in accordance with law”. 

5. This Tribunal gave opportunities to the both parties afresh as per the directions of the Hon’ble High Court. On 
behalf of the union, they filed additional affidavit of Vice President of the union, Shri Kishor Potanwar and on behalf of 
the Party No. 1, they filed evidence on affidavit of Shri Ramkrishna Singh (MW-2) and Shri Naresh Bahadur Singh 
(MW-3), both are the Personnel Manager of Party No. 1. All these witnesses were cross-examined by the opposite party. 

6. Point of determination: 

i. Whether Ramdhari was Badli worker or under regular employment? 

ii. Whether his dependent, Dinesh is entitled to compensatory appointment? 

iii. Whether the action of the Party No. 1 is legal & justified? 

Or 

iv. Whether denying the employment is illegal and unjustified? 

v. Whether the applicant is entitled to any other relief? 

Reason of determination: 

7. On behalf of the union, it was argued that, Shri Ramdhari Mukaram was in employment of Party No. 1 as a 
loader from 19.10.1972 to 09.01.1997 as permanent employee, Shri Dinesh Mukaram is the son of Ramdhari Mukaram, 
according to the union, the applicant i.e. Shri Dinesh is entitled for employment on compensatory ground. They relied on 
case laws: Employees in relation to the management of Bhowra (N) colliery of BCCL Vs Their workmen Case No. 93 of 
1987 Hon’ble Patna High Court dated of order 10.10.1991(1991 Law Suit (PAT) 317) and Panyam Cements employees 
Union, Kurnool Vs Commissioner of Labour, Hyderabad. That argument was denied by the Party No. 1 by asserting 
that, Badli worker is not covered by the definition of workman as contemplated U/s 2(s) of the I.D. Act and also argued 
that, applicant is not entitled for compensatory appointment. They relied on case laws: WCL Vs. Shri Lomesh W.P. No. 
3203/2012 date of order 22.07.2013, Bangalore Metropolitan Transport corpn. Vs. T.V. Aanndappa (2009) 17 SCC 473, 
K.S.R.T.C. Vs. S.G. Kotturappa 2005 II LLJ SC 16L U.P. State Warehousing Corporation Vs. P.O. 2013 III LLJ All 
213, Shri Munnalal Batham Vs. Regional Manager CGIT Jabalpur Case No. 2/92 date of award 11.06.2013, M.P. State 
Agro Industries Development Vs. S.C. Pandey (2006) 2 SCC 716, Surendranagar District Panchayat Vs. Dahyabhai 
Amarsinh (2005) 8 SCC 750 and Post Master General Vs. Tutu Das (2007) 5 SCC 317. 
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8. On perusal of the record, it appears that, my predecessor decided this case on merit on 13.01.2014 and Hon’ble 
High Court in Writ Petition No. 6027/2014, WCL Vs. Jharkhand Colliery Mazdoor Union, remanded this case with the 
directions that, “Tribunal to record finding on the claim of the respondent and then proceed to decide the matter in 
accordance with law’’. The Hon’ble High Court also directed that, “The deceased employee had acquired the status of 

permanent employee after 12.06.1996 though initially he was appointed as Loader.Without recording any finding 

on this aspect of the matter - the petitioner is directed to give employment to the respondent on compassionate ground”. 
Now I see the legal position. 

9. In case 2004 I CLR 872 Panyam Cements Employees, Hon’ble High Court of A.P. held that, “Denial of right of 

Badli worker to join Trade Union amounts to unfair labour practice .any dispute between Badli workers and 

management is a trade dispute”, but in case laws, Bangalore Metropolitan Transport Corporation, K.S.R.T.C, U.P. State 
Warehouse Corporation and U.P. State Agro Industrial Development, The Hon’ble Supreme Court and High Court held 
that:- 

i. Daily wager does not hold a post as he is not appointed in terms of the provisions of the Act and Rules 
framed there under and therefore he does not derive any legal right. 

ii. “Requirement of 240 days continuous service — Onus to prove — Evidence to be led — Held, burden of 

proof lies on workman- It is for workman to adduce evidence apart from examining himself- 

Workman has failed to discharge the burden — It is improbable that a workman claiming to have been in 
employment for ten years would not posses any documentary evidence to prove nature of his employment 
and period of work undertaken with his employer”. 

iii. “Equality is a positive concept and cannot be invoked where any illegality has been committed or where no 
legal right is established”. 

iv. Held that, “Their service as Badli workers, the Supreme Court held, gave them no status, their services were 
not protected by any statute and they did not hold any civil post”. 

v. “Standing Order encourage a Badli worker to complete240 days attendance in a calendar year and thereafter 

enjoy all the benefits -NCWA makes no difference between the Badli workman and permanent 

workman-While reading agreement, one has to keep in mind the difference between status of Badli 

and Permanent worker-suggestion by the learned counsel for the respondent is not acceptable”. 

This order is confirmed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court by SLP No. 11902—11903/2014 date of order 
19.08.2014. Now I want to see the evidence of the union. 

10. On behalf of the union, they examined Shri Kishor Potanwar as a Vice President of the union. He admitted that, 
their union is registered at Jharkhand, but copy of the Constitution of Union, Registration Certificate and Authority Letter 
has not been filed by the union. He also admitted that, he did not file any document, which shows that, union has 
authorized to him to raise such dispute before this Tribunal. He also did not file any document, which shows that, 
Ramdhari was a member of their union. In this way, union did not file any document, which shows that, Kishor 
Potanwar is authorized by the union to raise this dispute before this Tribunal or regarding the membership of Ramdhari. 

11. Shri Kishor Potanwar in para 7 of his cross-examination admitted that, Ramdhari was died on 22.07.2001 but he 
was working in WCL as a Badli worker. He also admitted that, Ramdhari was not attending his duty at the time of his 
death. He also admitted that, gratuity and other benefits of Ramdhari have already been paid to the legal heirs. He also 
admitted that, Ramdhari’s wife Smt. Jagwanti Devi applied for compensatory appointment before the ALC(C), 
Chandrapur on 15.02.2007. In second time, this witness was examined on 13.04.2018. At that time, he filed three 
documents, which were marked as W-l to W-3. He also admitted that, these documents were provided by the family 
member of Ramdhari. He also admitted that, their union maintained attendance register and membership register of their 
members, but they did not file any document regarding the attendance of Ramdhari. In this way, he rebutted his 
examination in chief regarding Ramdhari’s working in WCL and nature and period of the work. Now I see the evidence 
of the Party No. 1. 

12. On behalf of the Party No. 1, Shri Shrikant Shelke, MW-1, Shri Ramkrishna Singh, MW-2 and Shri Naresh 
Bahadur Singh, MW-3 were examined in support of their written statement as well as their defence. 

13. Shri Shrikant Shelke, MW-1 in para 11 of his cross-examination, admitted that, Ramdhari was working in WCL 
from 1972 to 2001. He also admitted that, he was working as a permanent loader from 19.10.1972, but they did not file 
any order, which shows that, Ramdhari was converted from permanent loader to badli worker. He also admitted that. 
Party No. 1 did not file any document showing the attendance of Ramdhari prior to 1997. He also admitted that, in 
NCWA-VII there was a provision of compensatory appointment but based on conditions. In this way, he admitted some 
facts in cross-examination without proving any document, which shows that, he is deposing his evidence on the basis of 
documents, but he admitted some facts without documents. 
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14. Shri Ramkrishna Singh, MW-2 was working as Sr. Personnel Officer at Mahakali Colliery in the period from 
02.06.2002 to 12.08.2008. He gave some details regarding attendance of Ramdhari from 1997 to 2001. He also admitted 
that, Ramdhari was not working with him and in mines, there is a Attendance Register i.e. ‘C’ Register. On perusal of 
his statement, he is giving his statement on the basis of documents, but he has no knowledge that, M-10 document was 
received by Ramdhari or not? He is not in position to say that, Ramdhari was continuous in service from 1972 till death, 
but he admitted that, he was Badli worker. In this way, his statement is based purely on documents without personal 
knowledge. 

15. Shri Naresh Bahadur Singh, MW-3 was also a Personnel Manager, who was posted at Mahakali Colliery in the 
period from 17.01.1995 to 26.05.1999. In para 15 of his cross-examination, asserted that, order was issued on 
06.05.1996 to Ramdhari regarding unauthorized absenteeism, but he admitted that, letter is not produced on record i.e. 
this is a part of order of badli. On perusal of his statement, shows that, mostly his statement is based on record. In this 
way, he remained unrebutted his statement. So, his evidence appears to be true. 

16. In para 34 of the case of BCCL, Hon’ble Patna High Court held that, “In Yogendra Pal Singh Vs. Union of 
India, reported in 1987 SC page 1015, the Supreme Court while striking down rules 12.14 and 12.15 of the Punjab Police 
Rules, 1934, however stated while it may be permissible to appoint a person who is the son of a police officer who dies 

in service or who is incapacitated while rendering service .The children or wards or other relatives of such police 

officers would be contrary to Article 16 of the Constitution”. 

17. But Hon’ble High Court, Jharkhand on the basis of Case law, Yogender Pal Singh and others Vs. Union of India 
and others AIR 1987 SC 1015, in case Employers in relation to the management of Bhowra Area No. XI of Ms BCCL, 
Dhanbad Vs. the Presiding Officer, Dhanbad W.P. (L) No. 2412 of 2002 dated 26.07.2012, in which Hon’ble Court laid 
down the following principles 

i. “There shall be equality of opportunity for all citizens in matters relating to employment or appointment to 
any office under the state”. 

ii. “No dependent of an employee of the State or its instrumentality is entitled to claim preference in the matter 
of on public employment on the basis of the service of his father/parent is no longer res integra in view of 
the specific provision contain in Part III of the Constitution of India and also laid down in the judgment 
delivered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in number of cases”. 

iii. “Article 16, cl. (1), guarantees equality of opportunity for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 
appointment to any office under the State: and cl. (2) prohibits discrimination on certain grounds in respect 

of any such employment or appointment.We do not see any reason why the full ambit of the 

fundamental right guaranteed by Art. 16 in the matter of employment or appointment to any office under 
the State should be cut down by a reference to the provisions in Part XIV of the constitution which relate to 
services or to provisions in the earlier Constitution Acts relating to the same subject”. 

iv. “The new offices which were created for the new village or villages should be filled up by the Collector by 

selecting the persons whom he considered best qualified.Collector to dull up the said new 

offices by selecting persons from among the families of the last holders of the offices was opposed to 
Article 16 of the constitution”. 

Ongoing above discussions and principles laid down in the above case laws, with regard and full respect of 
above case laws, my humble opinion is that, the principle laid down in cases, Yogender Pal Singh and Employers in 
relation to the management of Bhowra Area cases, is more appropriate in regard to the fact and circumstances of this 
case. 

18. Judging the present case in hand with the touch stone of the principles as mentioned above, my humble opinion 
is that, union fails to prove that, Ramdhari was a permanent employee as a loader or he worked for 240 days in a calendar 
year as a badli worker. Union also fails to prove that, union authorized Shri Kishor Potanwar to raise this dispute before 
this Tribunal. Union also fails to prove through its reliable evidence, that Ramdhari was fulfilled the condition as a 
compensatory appointment as per NCWA. Union also fails to prove that, applicant is covered under particular NCWA, 
which was prevailed at the time of retirement of Ramdhari. So, Party No. 1 i.e. management in denying the employment 
to Dinesh/applicant appears to be legal and justified. Hence, it is ordered:- 

ORDER 

The action of the management of M/S WCL in denying employment to the dependent of late Shri Ramdhari 
Mukaram is legal and justified. The applicant is not entitled to any relief. 


S.S. GARG, Presiding Officer 
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VfV4t, 23 ^ri, 2019 

1354.—4l4lRl + fVrT7 ilRrfwi 1947 (1947 77 14) V STRT 17 % 3F1WT if, V#7 77777 
srfiftfc W 77 4W R^ih 4 % TtsrVr % 144 m+T afk 77 % 4 . 4+1 O' % 4H sRjtsr 4 f4ff? 

3 AVRH f4777 4 VO 7 77777 3fl4)Rl+ sri^rur-Trg:-^' -7I7M7, thpjt % wrz (4 t 4 4w 5/2006) V 
TTTfVl 77V | # V4V H7777 V 17.07.2019 74 TTH" f 37 7T I 

[4. tt^t- 420 12/33/2005-3TT4 3 TT7 (4tTnr-II)] 
ttV^ f4f, sFjwr 344 +nfr 

New Delhi, the 23rd July, 2019 

S.O. 1354.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 5/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of Assistant Commissioner, 
Kendriya Vidyalaya and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 17.07.2019. 

[No. L-42012/33/2005-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


3J^4ST 

4W 4K0K Wf4+ 3r4)4AU| TTEj sprj ^piTTR, 3PTT,7 

4f.4t.3V.4f. 77177 4. 5 / 2006 

4ldl4lH 3lfWf 

Wf 4..L-42012/33/2005-IR(CM-II)fW 06/12/2005 

4VefTef ^ 4t 04N cdTcT 
P|c|l4-cHI J Vifl 7T7T, 4f0 TTEEfTT, 

770 yfHdKIHhd, f4efT TEE]/ I 


v/s 


1. 3lf444 4 Vr, Wi fVfTeEf, 92, Vtf 777 7T4, 77M 777, 77^7 I 

2. 71714, Wl fVlcHd, ^fT77 f4c7T 31714? I 

3 . 717 f 4 , Mil fVlleEI, 317 l 47 I 

TTsft 74 777) 4 : 4f TTTTef 7T77 - 3lf47TW 

O 

3f7Tsff 74 777) 4 : 4f 77T f4? - 3447777 

: 5 ll 4 fVl 7 : 

144171 : 14. 06. 2019 

1. 77 TTTeRf 7T77 717777, V fV4f 7T7T fW 6.12.2005 V PlMlTVf 771 f47T7 3f)4)Rl0 4T7T7 3ff4f477 

1947 (f44 31 t 4 7T7 717T 7TT47T) 74 7T7T 10 (l) (7) 4 3177)7 777T Aft 4 77117 4 ?7T 3ff4777 V 

TfW tVfT 7771 

"77T 7fw4, V4f7 rVletil, #1 7f7, TtfRR IfTTT 37l4 TVER 4t VbTeffef ^7 4f <h^7Mlcl, 4f471 4t4f 
7l47l4 V 717 7l4 1997 4 47T 4 W177 7177T ^Il4lf4cT V f=tf4 7777 t? 7f4 7# 4f 7l47H7 3174 
Pl4l70 7 fVr 7177 Tit 7l4 77 3fftl0l7l 4?" 

2. I;7f 7774 4 777 44 77 77 71ST Tit 317^7 fVlT 77T 7SJT TTsfl Tit f44?T f44 74 f4 77 3174 7l4 77 
311471817 777(7 74 I ?7T f44?T 4 STJTfeET 4 7Tsfl 4 fW 27.2.2006 74 3174 7t 4 77 3ff47!SJ7 77^7 fVfT I TTsfl 
4 31^777 fViTTl 1.7.1993 74 3f7Tsff TTTsTT 1 4 317Ts4 TTTsTT 2 4 77f 74 77(4 44f 7l47l4 4 717 4 f4g77 fVfT I 
fW 2.9.1995 74 3f7l4f 7T7RIT 2 7T7T TTsft 74 3T7T84 TTTsTT 3 4 77f TSIHI-rlRd 717 fVfT I 7l4t 4 317Teff 7T78J17 4 
fW 1.7.1993 4 7l4 1997 771 eFTT7T7 71l4 fVfT I TTsft 74 7l4 1997 4 31714) 7T7T 4lRsl0 717 4 477J77 717 
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pET EET I errrtr ETsff P Erf ER RETp R RR ETTE EE PP Pr; PlpH PTET PER; RET 3 TRETRE P PPPeE EE? 
Ep PefT I RR EE ETsff P RERpET STpETTp P REST mReIE PTET | EERrTET ETEf STREET PP EE PPtE REFER P EE 
PETE REfpR PtETI RETYPE P ^ ETsff Ep E eft ETp STtPe EE pET sfR ET P EtpR, EtpR pRE W PePT 
EpTETR ETT gEETE PTET I ETaff P W PePER Ep E 240 pE 71 STpET ETTp pTET f PTEJ STETp P ETE 25 ,ER5 

srfPfPEE ctstt Rett 77 w 78 ett sfr/ich eP Ptet 1 am: srarsff etet eP eP ret^Pe eP stPe ^frf%ci etrP iet ret 
E p fpRETEET, EETTET pRE W EPcfTET RpE ETaft Ep EETeT PTET Rp | 

3. STETapER P EpRETE E ETap P ERR# Ep STRpETTE pTET I EEETT REE f Pt pESpER "ERIE" Ep ePeTET 
Ep EfPfP P Ep 3ITp I EpR PETE St) Pi Rich PfETE STpfpEE P SERpR 3lfS|pl u TTd Ep pTET EE RETRT I STETp TRSEE 
W PPfET WEE 11 ETsff Ep pfpET ETRsTfpET EE Rpf Ep EEcREET P EERR STR-anP RE R PldlRUd PtET EET ET I 
ERETT ETp R-aTTETETER Ep PTET ERpT EE R-aTTp ETpETp Ep ET I ETaP P PePt 1.7.1993 R ETp 1997 RET cTETRTE 
ETTp Ep PtET SpR E P ER STETaP RRT RETgER pTET EET I ETap Ep EtP[E RETYPE PsP Ep ERETET E Ep 3ITp, 
SjETfeTp STpTPfEE Ep ERT 25 (w) P ETEETET EE EcETEE ReI ETRf EE Rl^ 3ERR E^t 3TTET I ETsff R TJeTT^ 93 TT 
ERR^T 94 ER EEE 125 Re EpiR ^EE Epfl RE E Rl4 f^TET 3TR ETET 3 Te 4IER RhdI ETT4 I 

4. ERft P STEP RTSE E RIE RERRTR ETl ERfsTE ReJT EET EcWfE RT5E E EE^-ER^ 1 EE EeMe f^ET I 

5. ■REafTER P 3TEP RTSE E EET RrE R^T ETT Eftf&E RtET EE Ec^sik RTSE ERJE E^t I 

6. RETR 30.1.2014 E5t ^ET StReRR SKI EET5 MlRd ER^ ^E ERff E>I r! 4 RJcffE MN EE rR 3TRTEER eR 
ETET EET 3TR EE PtRPd RtET fR ETsff E^t TTERTETRi ^ETETRe RE f4k TRf^r 11 

7. ?R EETE k PRTE ETsff P HHplE RERETE T3^E 'ETETelE ET REST TRT.4t. fe ETpTRT RRTT 

11,210/2014 RERRTR EETE SiRlk-E RkREE kktE PdME, RE SEE ERJE E?T I ETE^E ETERSTTE T3EE -EIEME P 
fkTtR 10.12.2018 ETl fe ETRiEE ETl STTftTR RE R RffRR ER^ fE ?R ST^TERR RRT ETfk EETE 30.1.2014 ETT 
3TETRT ER fcET sfk STpTERR ETl EE fk^T f^ET EE ETE^E TRR ^ETETelE k REST TR^E f4k E^ Rkf RE 
ESTEEEf RRT TR^E f4k ETRf ET^ EcrRsfi k 3TTER R f^ETE EE ^E:E^SRT E7^ sfk RRf?k fW[E EE 4 ETE E^t 3TEk 
E kpREE ET^I 

8. ER SnkRJ k ETET kP R T3EEEST ETt EE 3TER7 kET ETET f% cf Tjfl k RTSE EE^E ERET ETE ET^E Eni I 
fkER 5.3.2019 ETl T3EEEST P Slk^R TR^E f4k I ETsff P ETtf STfrrfkcT RTSft E4tfeR Ek f^ET REf% f/pTSft P STEP 
STfrffkR RTSE E Etf^E PlE EERT E7T E/rfsTR f^TET I ETERETR T3EEEST P k WTE EER fek 3RRR: 28.5.19 ETl 

T3EEEST k Rk-fkk Sfk RTSE EE EfMcET f^ET I 

9. ETsff k STpETEET EE EE Rk t f% EE^-ETRJI fksft EE ER 11 ER ER E RTR RE R ETsff E7T ^E 'k' 

Wf E P^Pd f^ET RETT eMe 11 E^klE PdlcHE 7ETR E 3TERR tt^ xH^|i|4> 3TTgER k ST^ffE PRTTRE 11 ETaff 
P fkTTET 1.7.1993 R 1.9.96 RET kktE PTRTRE SW E ETk f^ET I RRTRETR 2.9.96 R ER? 97 RET EE^E PdlcHE 
STEkE 2 E EE4 f^TET I T3EEE ER EER RE^ t % ETsff tPfET 4 rE Efifr EkET^ k RE E k RkPfEE k RRPfR 
EET EkER 11 PTESft 1TRT ETsff ETl ETlf P^Pd ER EE %ET RETf/T ER Ek kET EET I E>ER REfMrT EpTETT (EW 
ElR pRE) Sfk EpTEE E^ STkelR t T^ ETsff E?T RET ETT EERT k RETR t pTESff P RTE^RER ETsff k 
STTEE k ETt 4 ET REftaifcT EpTERff ETsff ETR RRE ETEETp EE k EE^R Ek f4k I ?Rfek PTESfT k PTRTE EfcfETR 
REETRET E^t RTk ETftP I sfR ER EETPTR ETE feTET RTET ET%P f% pTR STEP" k TSEPaifcT EpTRRtf pES?T P EERR 
Ek fPk RR 3TEpr STSTfcT fpETET 1.7.1993 R ETp 1997 RET ETsff fpESp k RpfE RETRT ERT 11 REPePt ETT 3TkpW 
REET SlPfPfEE EP RTR 25 ^t) ET 3ERpR REET rPeP 11 RRfek fpESp ER E#T ETR RETRT t fk RR 3TEPr k 
RePePt StPePe REtPr Ek fprp Ep I STEP Rk k REatE E ETaff ETR pFETfpTR PPTET ^ER EERR Prp eP :- 

(1) E. srk. 3TR. 2006 ^JpE ePP 355 (i) snE. EE. PeeTTRpt EETE STPrPr EEEpE^PlE REppfEE 

(2) E- Slip. 3TR. 2011 RlffE ePP 2532 PP^E fpR EETE ^JEfpEeT EpfPeT RTEp 

(3) E- STTp. 3TTE. 2015, RpTE ePP 357 RTEET ETETE ETET EETE Pt.ER.EE.W- E 3ER 

(4) E- STTp. 3TR. 2007 RpTE ePP 1370 Sp RE :/R4pkcH E^RRITpPfR feT. EETE ERET fpR E SEE 

10. RRp PePr SrPlETEET PESP ETT ER RE§ t Pt ETpf P TgRTp 93 R ETRpt 94 RET 125 fpE RaE 3TEREE 96 
R ETRfP 97 RET 70 fpE RETpt E PPfET pRE EtPt P RE E ETlP PteT 11 ETR 25 (4t) SlPrfpEE P SERpR RRp 
RETRETpT p EET eP kt STEP E 240 Pe ETTp Ep pTET 11 ETsff ETE RRTpR EEp P REP-afPr ER tfTRTE EE 
STfPpTE EEpP ET^R ER pET 11 PlR 3TEfP E EEp P Ep pTET RR STEfP EE STfPpR REefW ET PP R pR Ep 
PTET T5E REE 11 ETsff Ep RR, EEEE 240 pE EEp ETEp EE RSE RTE Ep P RTSE R P EETPiR ETRE pET I ETaff, 
PeP EE ER PPPETE SERPr Ep ER RETRT 11 EEp—REE^ 1 ER RRTEET 3TE|ER 1ER EffP RETEpT ER t, fP^pR 
ER Ep I ER ER RRE ePcII P Pt ETp PeP 27.9.1996 Ep PeP Ep RET E Ep afT Rp RR RET E RRp Ep 
37JEP PPET pRE ER P Ep ap | RR: ETET fpERR PTET Rp I RpP STEP Rp P REap E PPe 2002 (3) ER.P.P. 
25 Pet ettPrr sttPtrr eete ER A RtPetP eetjr Ptet i 
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11 . ffffst t4 fft! ff f^FRtr 4 tttRxt f4f4 ff w ^ ?ft f4FTF 4 PiniRhd Rrf; RrrrTIf t: - 

f«R| 'F7FTT — 1:— FFT FTsff 4 Rdl0 1.7.1993 FT 1.9.96 FFT t4^4Tf fcRTTeTF, STIFF cfSTT 2.9.96 FT FRf 97 FFT RTf41 

f4 fTft 4 ff 4 fF wrgf^ci ft ^4 fft ##^7 f4 f 4 3TFf4 4 24of4FF4FfFTTjofF4t? 

Rrf; wit - 2 :- w Rtf41 ftft f4 1997 4 fts4 f 4 wnft 'w4r t f4 fts4 f4 fft w ftt 4tf4FT ft 4Tf4FT 
7fT F2IFT FF 4rfcRT 4FF FSR w41 FfcIFR F f44 FTT4 7fT FTRUT 3 t4f t ? 

RRF; WTT - 3 ST^cfTR :- W Ft ? 

12 . fttsf, wtot ^ ft4 ff fftjf f4 r 4 f4f4 ft f4FR 4r fffrf ffIft Rrf; ft f4f4RFF ^ft m 1 1 

13. RR| WTT - 1 FTS-Tf »» 4 3TF4 FRSF FRTSI FF 4 3Tf4FF4f 7f4 yF FTf 4 FTT FRf4 FFTFT f4rFT t 

f^ 3TPTFFF FF FRSF 4 fctFtFmRT TTC ^feFF FlcTT 11 FTsff 4 3TF4 FT4 7fT 3Tf$TF>STF cfT FFR WTT 3 4 RFTsjl 

WTT 2 RTF 2.9.95 7f4 3 TFTs 4 WTT 3 TfT FFt FFHI'dRd FRFT feRFT 11 RFf4r FTTSF FTFSI FF TfT FFR WTT 3 F 

FTsff 4 RFfFT 1.7.1993 FT 1.9.96 FFT TfF^lF f4wfF, SR7R F FTt 4 TfTFFT FTRT f FFRFTF 2.9.96 FT RRf 97 FFT 

TfF^lF felTefF, WTT 2 3Rt4f 4 FTt 4 TfTFFT FTRT tl ?FT f4?lfcr F TfF^lF f4wfF, TFTFF F FTsff FT 4c|l0ld FT 
FTRRT 4 STf^IFFF 3fR FRSF 4 IFF f4FtFTRRT FFTR FlFT t I RTF41 f WT WTTefF ^ RptTF 3TR TJF. ^eefTF^T FFTF 
fRt^-F FFfTTftj^Tf ^rTTRiFF F FF titft t f% fcfFF FFT 7f^ F 240 ftF F?r FFT Tjof FR^ FTT FSF 7fTT FFTf&TF FR^ 
FTT f^TfeFR FTFT FR^ FT^ FTsff FF ^T t- FT^ ^T FSF TfrT FFTRlF TfR^ TfT f^TRFflF FlfeFT F7f TRRsflF FT5F 
TR^F FTFfl #fl I RTF TfT FTFSTFF 3fR RTF FFfStF Rci'TRlFI FFlRT F#I 11 FTF f^TSfl R ?F WRT F dlRtid 
FFFRtef TjfT ^4 SlftR^F FFFff7p3jf%F ^f^rRlFF sIRT TJtRT #TT FFRT FF 7^ W^I F #, TR^F TfR^ FtT TfTFT FFT 
FT 3fR f^FSfT F^T 3fR R FFI FeRF f%FT T^l0l4 RT^TtIRR 7^ TR^F F^f f%4 F^ Ff, FT ?R Rsifrl F FTsff 7^ 
Far $ TJtRT FFRT FF 7^ FJRF 240 f^F FFT ijof FRFT FFTRtF FTFT TJTT^FT, FFtf^T f^FSfl F7FFF FF SfRleRF TfrT 
FFFF FTF4 7^ tM 0 c4c7|I#F STT | ?F Rr?F % FTRf f4Rr f^TF FSFf FF 3TTFTRF t 4 FSF FFTFF felTF F fcTETFTF 
F^T "§ FFtfcTT FTsff 7^ 240 R-1 FFT Tjof R'ld 7^ FTSF FRFT RmsTT ^T FtT^ FFRT FF TJtRT F^T f^TFT f", RlTTR FFsJf 
F FtfRFF 3TFRt 7^ FRRRTef TR^F FTr4 tr Rf^FT RfsTI Tfft RfT FFT FT I FTF4Tf WTFF WTTefF R Rr?F 7^ 
Rf 18 F FF FRF TfTFT t f% ?F TRRf TfrT Rl^FR 3TFRR FSR wRl^F T3FFRRT Rt4 FTtR W F FfRIF F#I 
RtFT FF FFT 1 1 RRf F FTF4Tf FTfRF WTTefF R RfsTT ^RT RFeffRfF TJcfcRff R4F Rftt F)Rf STtRrR TfFTF 
FF. €\. 6iRhi41 f tfff rRiff titT 7 ^ ^4 ff, rRiff tftff Rtft t fir 240 Rf tR w fftRtf tir4 ftt 

Rtt^IFR FTsff FF ^T STRTRIF 11 

14. 3R FF ^FF t f% TfFT ?F RtTTF F FTsff URT tftRrt W STFRi F wRFT FSR rRiF rRtRf TfrT f4Fa4 
F TR^F TIRFFT Ft 4 FF f^FSfl FTF TR^cT F Rt 4 FTRT TfTT FSF FFTRiF f3F t ? fR f3F t, FT TfFT FR Rsifrl RfsTT 
TIT f4w FfrITfTef FFFRRT 7fTT 3TTFR t ? 

15. ?F FWT F RfT Rt 44 TjRRrf f44FF F ttMf RtFT t f4r FTsff 7 ^ rRiffF FF FTSF F fcRtFTFTF t, 

7RF 4 FTsfl URT FFpT FF FFTT-W^ 1 TfTT R)4dd 3l4RlF 11 FFFT-W^ 1 FF f4Fa4 ^ FFTFFT FRJTfF TrfFgF FRT 
RFfTfT 27.9.96 TfrT FTFtF, FTtDf f4FTFF FfTR 2 3Rt4f tR FfTTlRfF FF 11 ?F FF tR FFfFFJ 7^ FFF FTF F FF 
FF, Rr 4 FTfTR RiyRld FF F#I TfTRT FF FFTFT 11 FfTRt, ^F FF FRT FTsfl TfrT ^F '4T' cf>4dl4 7^ FF FF 4f47fT 
4 cTF FT^ft 7^ FFT 4 FF FFT RfTRrt 7fR4 7^ FRF^T 4 FFTFfoT FFRT FF (NOC) f4FT FFT t RF W TfrR \RP|fF 
^F '4T' 7fT4FT4T TfTT FFF FT FT 75TT4 I ?F FF 4 F? RF Fc4FTfrT TW t f4r 27.9.96 TfrT ^TF f4 T4Rt) FTsff tR^F 
Rrttctf ftfff 4 Rtf4 4T ff ff fsr Rr4 4T f-sttf ff T4fTRtf f€T sit i Ff4 fts4 fttf frtff ^stf stjfft 
RFfTfT 2.9.96 FT tR^Tf RFTTefF FTFFT 2 3Rt4f 4 PldlRld FlFT FT 44 PiiflvHH 4 25 f^F FFFTFT RSltcT 27.9.96 TfrT 
f 4 4f47fT 4 cTF FTRT 4 FFT 4 TJF '4T' 4 FF FF RfTRtF 7fTF4 4 FTWT 4 FsTIFR FRJTfF 7f4 FFTFfoT FFRT FF 
FTT4 7fR4 7f4 0T4 FNSF0dl 4T FFFF F^T 4141 I ^FT FF F FF 4T FFFT FT Rldl 4 f4r Rdl0 27.9.96 7f4 FfRT T4 t4 
f 4 FFTFfoT FFRT FF 4 3TTFR FF 41 FTsff TfrT 4f4rfT 4 cTF FF 3T7P5FF 96 FT PldlRld RtFT FFT I F^T FSF tR 
FFFT-RF 1 FFRsrfcT F F^TFTF 7^ 3lf44FF FT 41 Flcll 11 

16. 3TF 4 FTsfi 74 tR^Tf RFTTefF TFTFF t4 44I0M t 4 FR7RT 4 FTTSF TfF f44FF TfTFvFT I FTsff 4 1.7.93 FT 1.9.96 
w tR4tf Rfttctf tfttr f fftfr 7fri4 TfTFFT Tfr^R ftt, ftfff^IT ffff fTf/ffR-stRi fRtfff! f4FS4 FT FT^F 
7fR7TT4 11 f4F«4 4 TJefR 93 FT FTF FR7f4 94 FTfT FTS-T1 FRT TTTcF 125 f^F 7fTT4 tR4Tf R)£JIcHF 7FT7R 4 TfRFT TfTFT 
t, RTFTTfTT ^FFTF 41 FTsff 7f4 FR RfT FFT 1 1 f4Fa4 TfTT FF FF^TrfRR tf4TFT4 94FTFT4 97F7fT7fT FFR&TfrI 
fRtfffI, 44f fRtfff! ff tttfffI wt4 fft trifr ffff f 41 f4r4 t f4r insff ff ftiRi f w4 st41f 0i4'Td 41 
f 4T FFT FSR FFf FRF^T 4 7f44 FFFT4F FFefTF f 41 11 FFT Ff44sF 4 FTsfl FTfRFTeT FTFT 21.12.2011 7f4 tfRm^FT 4 
T4TFT FFT PlHiRhd 0SRf 3TRRF FFFTrjuf t :- 

" 44 TFTFF tR41f f4FTTeTF 4 7f44 FFSTTFF f41 4T I TFTFF tR41f f4FTTeIF 4 Rtf4 Rf FTt 4 f4rFT FFTFF •gFFTF FT 
FFT,” FTslf 4 TTF4r-FF 1 FT RF 9 TfTFFT FF FTTF 7^ FFFTSR FTFT F^fTfTR 7fR4 FF FcR4f 4 ttMf 3fFf4 TfTT '^FFTF 
FRF FTF FTFT rT) 0K f4rFT 11 ^4 f 41 FFSft FlRf^F RTF 4FFT 7^ f^FRfT 2.5.19 f 4 f4r4 f4 f4T«rt t4 fIftf ffMf 
F^ rgl 7f4 ffrt-rf ift ff 5 ftjt ■rcTFft 3ff4rF TfR f^FT fft t F^rfei4 ^4 f ffMf f4Fa4 t 4 F^rgl ffft-ff i ft 
ff 9 t 4 FFFRF FFFTFTRff FcRgl 7f4 FFFT FF 10 FT FF 14 fft fft ftt4) I 
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17. ETsff ft dR PR TEEf-RE 1 R EE 9 ft TfMd ERftftf Eft ETdfft ft TRft TREE afR ^EdET EEd 7RRTT Rft+K 

ERft 7ft ETE ftf Ed T?T t fftr Rdft 7ET7R Tfpftftrf RltUlcHH ft Tfftf PRETfTcI Eftf ftf I 7ET7R 7ft4tE Rl^JIcHH ft fftfdft 
fftE 7R[ft fftTET ER7R E^TERT Ft EET | dRfefft Ed EErPEd dfdT ft fftr ETsff URT EjTTfTft 93 R ERTfft 94 dET fftrft Eft 
TRft fftERf 7ft ETfftEfftrfT EE E^TERT ERE ER feTET EET HT I dEftPfft ERft EE ERIE fftTET fftr fftTdft fftE 7EER TfEftfE 
fftdfTelE ft 7fdft fftTET TREE ETTdTE El ^EE ft1 ETsff ft dREf ETE E^TERT TTE Edft ftf RRRH ft f^PTafl Tfft Eftf ETlftEE 
3TEET eReTE ftf Eftf fftTET I dR JEER EE ftf REE ftf REE ft fftr Efft ETsff ftl Tf^RTEJER Edf 94 R fftcETR 96 EET 
<EtT[E fftdTTelE 7ETEE ft ETsff gTR TRft fftlET EET dfdT eft ETftf ETfd 3IEf£l 7f> ftdE E(EdTE ftlj f^PTSft R ETE SERE iff 
TREE I dR 3Tcff4 7f> cja-1 7f5t ETftf SKI efftft ETE E ERET 3ffc EE 'Wl<EK E^dl fftr fftTdft fftE Elft fftTET ER7R 
•^EcEE ftf EET, EE ETffdT ft fftr TRET ETEfft ft TfEftfE fftdTTelE 7ET7R ft ETftf ERT Tfftft TRft Eftf TfRET, EerfsTd RE R 
ETftf ft RftTER fftTET ft1 ETSE Eft dR fft&TfcT ft fftESft 1TRT EE 7RRTT fftr Efft 94 R fftcETR 96 EET 7f> srfftftRT ERJd 
E 76Rf tr tree ETftf 1TRT ER 3TEfft ft fftdftf Tfl 3fftftE EHft'Td E dfET ft, EET REpftfEE EEftfTTRE ft, Elf ETftf TfT 
EfrEftfSE T[ ftl4 E^ REE 7^ E7RET if E^frRpf 11 ftRff E5T7RR 7^ ftERg yRl^d EEERRT ftlET ETTET ET^Tfl E7REE 
it ESEf E Eftft-EfcfET EE 'ETETeTE Tfl R40l(^RR EE ft^E trtcE 11 ^ ?R E7REE E ftEaff 7^ ftEEg EfcEfleT 
EEETEET ftl4 ER4 tr Tffff Eigf^cT 3EER fcRETET E^f #E ETET f| ETTSE Tfl ^EI ft^EE R EE f^REf^T EfET t f% 
ETsff 7f TgETT^ 93 R ERTftf 94 cTR 125 ftE T^Rf ftETTeTE ^TfEE E ftEaff 7^ 3TsffE trR ftlET I ETEEETcT ETt 94 R 
ftlcEEE 96 ETfT ETsff ftEaft it Pi Hi vH H E EET I EEEf-E7c^ 1 EE Elf ft> ETsff 7^ 3EJER cRTRctfE ETETEET ETT^TRf aft 
3TR.7^. \^E, (Eft ETsff 7^ ETE 7^ § f)R ETsff Tfft '^f' 7^ EE EE EpIE ftdE Eftff 7^ EET E PiyEd TRqft 
ETETEfed EE ETpft TRrft ^ft fWefE ETEEE 2 3lWtE Tfft fftft?T ftET I ER EE 7^ EETE ^ Tft^ftRf fftlTTefE EEfftE 

2 ft ER-ft R ftfftrR ftdE Efftf 7^ EET E 3T7P57R 96 R ERTpft 97 ET7f> TRfft fcTET ETf 70 fftE ET I ^ET E7RR ERT 
ETETfftT Tfft fftRr (ETf fftl Tff&fcT Eft EETfftd Eftf t, fftl^ ETft 97 fcTEftt E^ t) 7ft Llftcfftf EET Tfft Tfft SfTffft ft, qrsft 
fftESft 7f> EftfE 240 fftE R Efftrp TRfft fftlET ETTET EETfftd TfTEft ft ETETE Eftf ^ET 11 Ed: Ed fft^ qisft 7^ fftEEg 
fftfftd fftTET ETTdT 11 

18. fft^ ERsET 2 :— ftET fft^ 7^ EElftd Ed fftdKPlE ft fftr EET fftdaft RRT Efft 97 ft Tfft qft qjsft Tfft ftrfj 
ETETfftl T?dftf Tfft EfftETET ft ETcff ft ETf Eftd ft? 

19. fft^ ERETT 1 R ETET pRRft 7ft E7RET ft ETftf EfftfftEE Tfft £fTET 25 ftf 7ft EEfftd RTfT ETEffftT 7ft Lfftdftf EET 
TfteRdE Tfft Tfft 3f7ffgr ft 240 fftE TRft 7REET EETfftd Eft! TR7 ERR ft | dRpfft EfftfftEE Eft £fRT 2 (Ef.Ef.) ft EfftETfftd 
ETftf Eft ftcflEElP, "TjdftT" Eft EfftETET ft Eftf ETTcfT ft I ftET pRRft 7ft 3EHR EE fftEaft R ElfftfftEE Tfft £fTET 25 (EET) 
7ft STETftd EEEpfd EffftET fftft Enft 3TSJET EETrft E8TTE EE EffftET ftdE EE TJEftf EfftrRT 7ft •JjEcTTE Eft fftfftrp 3Tft§E 
Eftf Eft 75TT ETETftf ft | fftdftT 1TRT Eft Eft ETftf Tfft ETETETEfftT ftd EETf&Td ftfftT ft 3RT: Ed fft^ ETftf 7ft f?RRd Pnftfd 
fftTET ETTdT ft I 

20. fft^ EREfT 3 :- fft^ ERsET 1 E 2 ETftf 7ft fftEEg fftMd fftTET EET ft I dR ftsrfrT ft ETsff Eft affE R EE^d 
PftE ftft^E fftfd EETE *ft[HREM 0IEpHcH ETTElE, dTEET^ETE ETeT EETE ftf.ER.EE.fteT. E ERE ftf ETE d^fftfEeT 
ETEEETftftfET ETftftd feffftftd EETE EdET fftfd E ERE ft ERfftfE ERTR RIEME 1TTR EfftfETfftd fftfft Tfft ft ETEEETE 
ETsff 7ft qar ft ETdRTET ftfET Eftf ETdT f| ETsff dR ETft 7ft STfftrpsRT ft ETfSfd Tfftft STJdfE EET tr SffftfTRftf, TEEETfft 
RETEElfftr ftd EElfftd dfft ETTER, Eftf ft I dR RE^ EE EER d^ft TERR fftET ETTdT ft I 

SnftTT 

21. STf^rfftiftE dE^RR ETfftd fftTET ETTdT ft I EE EEfTeTE ETR dR ETER ft -ElEpiftEH ft^ REfftd fftETE tr 73RR 
EE^EdTJER fftET ETTdT ft I 

22. STfftPnftE Tfft EfftfeTfft ft-ftlE ER7RE Tfft sMfftrf? fftrfTE STfftfftEE 1947 Eft ERT 17 (l) 7ft 3R7Rfd ETRETETsf 
ftfftd Eft EEftl 

ETET ftTdE E^ftftf, ftfdT#E STfftrRftf 


E^fftERft, 23 2019 

1355 .— EldflRid. fftETE RfsrfftRR 1947 (1947 EE 14) # STRT 17 % 3RJHTW ft' i ftR^fE" RTEEE 
ftH3f . ftft. HR. % EEWE ftr aftr 3 ^% +4+1 O’ % #E, apjEH 4 ffttf? ftfl^lRlE. fftETE 4 

VsflE RT+TT E141R1+ arfftETnE-R^-ER -EIEHE, HIE^4 % ERTE (4^4 RW 17/2012) Eft EEEfftE ERftt | 
Rf ft^ftfR RTEET Rf 15.07.2019 Eft ETE fir et I 

[R. TJR-22012/140/2012-3TTftErr (Eft tttt-II)] 

TTEftE fftr, aj^RTE arfft+nff 
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New Delhi, the 23rd July, 2019 

S.O. 1355. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s W.C.L. and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 15.07.2019. 

[No. L-22012/140/2012-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S.S.GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER. CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT. NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/17/2012-13 Date: 21.06.2019 

Party No.l : The Sub Area Manager, 

Bhatadi O/o Mines of Chandrapur Area of WCL, 

Post Bhatadi, Distt. Chandrapur, 

Maharashtra. 

Versus 

Party No.2 : The Joint General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 

Vaidhay Nagar, Near Ayyappa Mandir, 

Tukum Ward No. 2, 

Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.). 

AWARD 

(Dated: 21 st June, 2019) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Western Coalfields Limited and their Union, Rashtriya 
Colliery Mazdoor Congress for adjudication, as per letter No.L-22012/140/2012-IR (CM-II) dated 06.11.2012, with the 
following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Bhatadi Open Cast Sub Area of Chandrapur Area of Western 
Coalfields Ltd., in denying employment to Shri HariOm, the dependant son of Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey, 
Foreman I/C who has already put in 35 years service, which is contrary to the provisions of Para 9.4.4 of 
NCWA is legal & justified? To what relief is the workman entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the union “Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress (“the union” in short) filed the statement of 
claim and the management of WCL (here-in-after referred to as the “Party No. 1”) filed its written statement. 

The case of the union as projected in the statement of claim is that, Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey has retired after 
completing the service of 35 years from 16.05.1976 to 31.07.2011 and Hari Om is son of Radhe Shyam Dubey. 
According to the union, NCWA-III Clause 9.4.4 provides service of one dependent. According to the union, Party No. 1 
wrongfully denied the appointment of Hari Om, which is against the provisions of NCWA-III and circular issued by Coal 
India Limited on 16.01.2010. According to the union, these provisions clarify that, employment of at least one of the 
dependants of such employee, who retire or die after putting at least 35 years of service. 

3. According to the union, on the basis of above provisions, they demand service of Hari Om as per Instruction and 
Circular of NCWA and Agreement between CIL and the union. According to them, provisions of NCWA-III is 
applicable and effective even after enforcement of NCWA-IV or subsequent NCWAs i.e. in this way, son of the 
employees is eligible and qualified according to the terms of WCL, but Party No. 1 rescinded this provisions arbitrarily. 
In this way, they prayed that, reference is decided in favour of the workman and direction may be issued to the Party No. 
1 that, son of the petitioner may be allowed to get employment as per above provisions. 

4. By filing written statement on behalf of the Party No. 1, denied all material facts by asserting that, these 
provisions are not applicable in present circumstances, because 01.07.2011 to 30.06.2016, NCWA-IX came into 
existence, but they admitted that. Circular issued by the Coal India Limited on 22.06.1977 and NCWA-III came into 
existence on 20.03.1984 between union and Party No. 1. Party No. 1 asserted that, para no. 9, 11 to 16 are the matter of 
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records, paras 18 & 19 of statement of claim need no comments, because they are irrelevant. But according to the Party 
No. 1, above NCWA is no more in existence. 

5. According to the Party No. 1, provision mentioned in NCWA-III as Clause 9.4.4 was deleted or expunged from 
new provisions of NCWA-IV to NCWA-IX, so from 01.01.1987 till today, no dependant of workers was employed by 
the Party No. 1. The Party No. 1 also admitted that, Radhe Shyam Debey was a Foreman I/C, who retired from services 
on 31.07.2011. According to the Party No. 1, outside appointment are made by giving notice to the public and after due 
selection, as per prevalent practice and procedure. According to them, Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Umadevi 
Vs. State of Karnataka held that, “No unconstitutional appointment can be made now in the matter of public employment 

by the state . It violates article 14 & 16 of the Constitution”. So, they prayed that, this reference be answered in 

the negative in favour of Party No. 1 and also prayed that, action of the Party No. 1 i.e. WCL declared legal and justified. 

6. Point of determination: 

i. Whether Hari Om is entitled for employment under NCWA-III? 

ii. Whether he is entitled to any other relief? 

Reasons for determination: 

7. On behalf of the union, Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey and on behalf of the Party No. 1, Shri Dhananjay B. Gondane 
filed their evidence on affidavit. They were cross-examined by the opposite party. The union argued that, above 
NCWA-III provides service of dependant after completing 35 years of service; they base their argument on the Circular 
of Coal India Limited and other provisions of Party No. 1. They also argued that. Agreement was covered with all 
categories of employees in the Coal Industry, who were covered under National Coal Wages Agreement I to VII. So, 
they argued that, Hari Om is entitled to employment in WCL and Party No. 1 denied his legal rights. In support of their 
argument, they examined Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey. Now I want to discuss the evidence part. 

8 . Radhe Shyam Dubey in para 7 of his cross-examination admitted that, he worked in WCL for more than 35 
years, when he retired from services, at that time, NCWA-IX was applicable, but he received retiremental benefits as per 
NCWA-VIII. He also asserted that, he filed this case on the basis of NCWA-II & III. According to him, he received all 
retiremental benefits except E.L. encashment and bonus, but he did not file any case in this regard to recover this amount. 
According to him, his son, Hari Om Dubey has passed B.E, Mechanical and applied different job, but he did not get any 
job. 

9. Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey in his cross-examination admitted that, he has no knowledge that, how many L.Rs of 
the employees have been engaged on service as a retirement benefits, but according to him, in Dhanbad, 4 L.Rs of 
employees have got job as retirement benefit after completion of 35 years of service. According to him, he is not in 
position to say that, whether he filed the appointment letters of above 4 L.Rs. In this way, it appears that, he gave 
statement on the basis of hearing of some facts i.e. above statement is based on hearsay evidence. Now I want to see the 
evidence of the Party No. 1. 

10. Party No. 1 examined his Personnel Assistant Manager, Shri Dhananjay B. Gondane in support of their defence. 
In para 16 of his cross-examination, he admitted that, father of Hari Om was working in WCL. Shri Radhe Shyam 
Dubey was appointed on 16.05.1976 and superannuated on 31.07.2011. He has worked for 35 years. NCWA-I to X are 
applicable to WCL. Document W-l(This document related to Coal India Ltd.), which is applicable to WCL from 1975 to 
1978. N He denied that, NCWA-III & IV are applicable forever. He admitted that. Party No. 1 follows the Standing 
Orders and NCWA I to X are applicable to all subsidiary of Coal India Ltd. including WCL, but according to him he has 
no knowledge about, whether during the pendency of the case in CGIT, Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey was forced to 
handover quarter and dues were not paid to him and regarding document no. W-2, which is concerned with Bharat 
Cooking Coal Ltd. This witness remained unrebutted in his cross-examination, he gave statement in Court on the basis 
of documents as well as personal knowledge and nothing shows that, he prejudice to the workman. He gave a fair 
statement and it appears to be reliable. Now I want to see the legal position. 

11. Case laws:- Yogender Pal Singh and others Vs. Union of India and others AIR 1987 SC 1015 and Employers in 
relation to the management of Bhowra Area No. XI of Ms BCCL, Dhanbad Vs. the Presiding Officer, Dhanbad W.P. (L) 
No. 2412 of 2002 dated 26.07.2012, in which Hon’ble Court laid down the following principles:- 

i. “There shall be equality of opportunity for all citizens in matters relating to employment or appointment to any 

office under the state”. 

ii. “No dependent of an employee of the State or its instrumentality is entitled to claim preference in the matter of 

on public employment on the basis of the service of his father/parent is no longer res integra in view of the 
specific provision contain in Part III of the Constitution of India and also laid down in the judgment delivered 
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in number of cases”. 






[tTFT II—l°pr§ 3(ii)] 


HErT gT TDCFT : 27, 2019/^JT 5, 1941 


5741 


iii. “Article 16, cl. (1), guarantees equality of opportunity for all citizens in matters relating to employment or 

appointment to any office under the State: and cl. (2) prohibits discrimination on certain grounds in respect of 

any such employment or appointment . We do not see any reason why the full ambit of the 

fundamental right guaranteed by Art. 16 in the matter of employment or appointment to any office under the 
State should be cut down by a reference to the provisions in Part XIV of the constitution which relate to 
services or to provisions in the earlier Constitution Acts relating to the same subject’’. 

iv. “The new offices which were created for the new village or villages should be filled up by the Collector by 

selecting the persons whom he considered best qualified . Collector to dull up the said new 

offices by selecting persons from among the families of the last holders of the offices was opposed to Article 
16 of the constitution’’. 

12. Judging the present case in hand with the touch stone of the principles as mentioned above, my humble opinion 
is that, union fails to prove his case. So, union/workman is not entitled to any relief. Hence, it is ordered:- 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Bhatadi Open Cast sub Area of Chandrapur Area of Western Coalfields Ltd., 
in denying employment to Shri HariOm, the dependant son of Shri Radhe Shyam Dubey, Foreman I/C who has already 
put in 35 years service, which is contrary to the provisions of Para 9.4.4 of NCWA is legal & justified The workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

S.S. GARG, Presiding Officer 


23 ^TTt 2019 

1356. — 3)1 # Rl f#TTT 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STITT 17 % 3^<u| If, BCbH 

T«FT TMTTH WTFJ f#Ff#T, #TT % WSTcDT % +4+1 <f % 3FjtST if 

Rtffe ###+ fwrr if VsTI-M *K+K aiVdlRH % wpx 

56/2015)#TT+ri#T+T#f###THT+TT# 17.07.2019# Wf^^T I 

[t. tht- 420 12/109/2002-3rrf3HT (#T7T-II)] 

tt#? f#, 

New Delhi, the 23rd July, 2019 

S.O. 1356. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 56/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of The Station Director, 
Rajasthan Atomic Power, Kota and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 17.07.2019. 

[No. L-42012/109/2002-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Elk cfft cRE? Tf : E?k Ek 

STETsff cfft cRE? TT : k EkE kd -Ekkfk 

: Sfkkkl : 

kdlE? : 26. 06. 2019 

1. EE EETefE ERE REER, E^ kek ERT kdfE? 02.06.2015 E?f" PlMlfkd kETE skflklE? kETE SlkkiEE 
1947 (kRl STTETk EEdf A SlkkEE E?ET vHI^Ul) ?k ERT 10 (2A) E (i) (d) k STRlkl EERT Hlkdk k EElE E ?R 
3lkE?RE kl SlkpRldH fffkl k?ET EET :- 

“Whether the action of the management of RAPS, NPCIL, Rawatbhata in degrading Shri Khemraj and 
Sh. Raj singh, Tractor Trailer Operator from Tradesman 'B' to Tradesman 'A' on implementation of Anand 
Committee Report is correct and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workmen are entitled to and 
from which date.” 

2. EkjEE REfkl kETE ERT k^ EE SlkE?RE ERT EEEEST kl STT^R k?ET EET sfR ETsff kl kk?T k^l E^ k? 
EE STE^ Ek E?T STfkbEE EEp Ek | 

3. ?R kk?T k S^MIcHH E kdTE? 16.5.2016 E?T Elk k Ek EE STkE?8RT ERJE k?ET | Elk EE E?2RT t k? 
Elk HgKlkd WW SPJ Efkd mReIMHI dkdk RE (^SE?) REcTETcE ETET E?tcTT, IW1H 4EHIUJ, f^vricTjME 1 R 
8 k cbfjcbwj cpT llkPlIkE ERTT 11 IOTIF SPJ kkl mReImHI Ekdk RE (^EE?) TkRjTR SITE? t^ ^RlEH EE 
RJEE EE STPJEE, ETEJd k 4 k Ed WIT 11 Elk JjPlEH k E?kETk R?f k kEREf sffc EMRk % kfEk E?t ETklT 
EE ^ER STEk ^EET cEEE k I kNk EE^UE ERT ETkEE E?I RT? kg RTEE ER kET ^ETERRT E kET E?gk 
EEE?r EjE ETT^EST k E^t kfEkd EETE E?RT EE RkEE k?ET I EE^UE ERT ETk RE E?T E?k TRE EETE Ek E?f Etj I 
SET: EERE? UEHI U J kElkkR k Elk EkdlRk E?1 fkjkE fclRl k klE ajTERT REk 4000-6000 (EEtJeET k) E ERE 
Pick'd k fclfsT k RfEk-E, pfkR Rfkl kefkt ETTcf | 

4. kEtE? 28.3.2016 E?1 kES?l kt 3fR ^ k EE^E ^JRIT EEfkfE tEJ sfk SlRfETR EE EEdE ER^ STEER 
ETET I 

5. kETE? 20.3.2017 E?1 k E^E #E ^1 kESfl E^t sfR R STREET EE TREE ER ETETE Ek REE ETET | 

6. kEfE? 29.11.2017 E?t kE«fl k 3TEERE SlEEk-Rk EE kES?l k ETETE EE STEER ETERI ERcl ETsff E^t 
EE? ESflE RT5R %d; EE?E U T E?t kfER k?ET ERT I R^EETEI kdfE? 18.12.2017 R kdfE? 14.3.2019 EE? ETsff ER 
STEEk-RE EET, ^Rfek kdfE? 14.3.2019 E?T EE?EaflE EITSE ETsff EE STEER k RERT ER kET ERT I 

7. 3TTET kETE? 26.6.2019 E?j k ETk STJERrE sfiE k)$ r EfTSR 3TEk Ek k ETEkE E EEEjE Ek E?1 s? I ^R 
k-Rk ^ EE EER t k? ETk ?k RTSE k 3TETE E EE STkETEH Ekfkl kETE E?T SlkkRTEE jJRFJR k 3TTER EE 
E?k E RRE Ek ^ I 

8. SIR: RE HEIeRI ERE ERETR ERT Ekfkl EE^ER sffklfkf? kETE EE SlkfkfEE ETk E^f ETTSE k 3TETE E 
fkET ETTET EPEE Ek 11 ?Efek ETT EREk E?T ERR ?k EE?R kET ERE tl 

srk?T 

9. SlkkkE EEjJRR ElkE k?ET E1TRT 11 EE ERfTefE ERT ?R ETEeT E ^ETEfkfEE kkl k^RH EE ERR 
EE^ERTERR kET ERE 11 

10. srkfkiE k nkfeik kkk ere?r E?t sfrkfki? kETE srkfkiE 1947 k ert 17 (1) k stefr EE?r?iETaf 
kkr k Rki 

ETET EfEE Edkk, kcE#E 3lfkf?Tk 
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